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PREFACE. 



Many find much fault with the calling professing 
Christians, that differ one from another in some 
matters of opinion, by distinct names; especially 
calling them by the names of particular men, 
who have distinguished themselves as main- 
tainers and promoters of those opinions : as the 
calling some professing Christians Arminians, 
from Arminius; others Arians, from Arius; others 
Socinians, from Socinius and the like. They 
think it unjust in itself ; as it seems to suppose 
and suggest, that the persons marked out by 
these names received those doctrines which they 
entertain, out of regard to , and reliance on, those 
men after whom they are named, as though they 
made them their rule; in the same manner as 
the followers of Christ are called Christians, 
after his name, whom they regard and depend 
upon as their great head and rule. Whereas, 
this is an unjust and groundless imputation on 
those that go under the fore-mentioned denomi¬ 
nations. Thus (say they) there is not the least 
ground to suppose, that the chief divines who 
embrace the scheme of doctrine, which is, by 
many, called Arminianism, believe it the more 
because Arminius believed it: and that there 
is no reason to think any other, than that they 
sincerely and impartially study the holy Scrip- 
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tures, and inquire after the mind of Christ, with 
as much judgment and sincerity as any of those 
that call them by these names : that they seek 
after truth, and are not careful whether they 
think exactly as Arminius did ; yea, that in some 
r things they actually differ from him. This 
practice is also esteemed actually injurious on 
this, account, that it is supposed naturally to 
lead the multitude to imagine the difference 
between persons thus named and others to be 
greater than it is ; yea, as though it were so 
great, that they must be, as it were, another 
species of beings. And they object against it as 
arising from an uncharitable, narrow, contracted 
spirit, which, they say, commonly inclines persons 
to confine all that is good to themselves and 
their own party, and to make a wide distinction 
between themselves and others, and stigmatise 
those that differ from them with odious names. 
They say, moreover, that the keeping up such a 
distinction of names has a direct tendency to 
uphold distance and disaffection, and keep alive 
mutual hatred among Christians, who ought all 
to be united in friendship and charity, however 
they cannot in all things think alike. 

I confess these things are very plausible. And 
I will not deny that there are some unhappy 
consequences of this distinction of names, and 
that men’s infirmities and evil dispositions often 
make an ill improvement of it. But yet I 
humbly conceive these objections are carried far 
beyond reason. The generality of mankind are 
disposed enough, and a great deal too much, to 
uncharitableness, and to be censorious and bitter 
towards those that differ from them in religious 
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opinions; which evil temper of mind will take 
occasion to exert itself from many things in 
themselves innocent, useful, and necessary. But • 
yet there is no necessity to suppose, that the 
thus distinguishing persons of different opinions, 
by different names, arises mainly from an « 
uncharitable spirit. It may arise from the dis¬ 
position there is in mankind (whom God h^s 
distinguished with an ability and inclination 
for speech) to improve the benefit of language, 
in the proper use and design of names, given to 
things which they have often occasion to speak 
of, or signify their minds about; which is to 
enable them to express their ideas with ease and 
expedition, without being encumbered with an 
obscure and difficult circumlocution. And the 
thus distinguishing persons of different opinions 

in religious matters may not imply nor infer, 
any more than that there is a difference, and 
that the difference is such as we find we have 
often occasion to take notice of, and make men¬ 
tion of. That which we have frequent occasion 
to speak of (whatever it be that gives the 
occasion), this wants a name : and it is always a 
defect in language, in such cases, to be obliged 
to make use of a description instead of a name, 
lhus we have often occasion to speak of those 
who are the descendants of the ancient inhabi¬ 
tants of France, who were subjects or heads of 
© government of that land, and spake the 
Janguage peculiar to it; in distinction from the 
descendants of the inhabitants of Spain, who 
e onged to that community, and spake the 
Janguage of that country. And therefore we 
nnd the great need of distinct names to signify 
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these different, sorts of people, and the great 
convenience of those distinguishing words, French 
r and Spaniards: by which the signification of 
our minds is quick and easy, and our speech is 
delivered from the burden of a continual reitera- 
r tion of diffuse descriptions, with which it must 
otherwise be embarrassed. 

r That the difference of the opinions of those 
who, in their general scheme of divinity, agree 
with these two noted men, Calvin and Arminius, 
is a thing there is often occasion to speak of, is 
what the practice of the latter itself confesses; 
who are often, in their discourses and writings, 
taking notice of the supposed absurd and per¬ 
nicious opinions of the former sort. And there¬ 
fore the making use of different names in this 
case cannot reasonably be objected against, or 
condemned, as a thing which must come from 
so bad a cause as they assign. It is easy to be 
accounted for, without supposing it to arise from 
any other source than the exigence and natural 
tendency of the state of things; considering the 
faculty and disposition God has given to man¬ 
kind, to express things which they have frequent 
occasion to mention, by certain distinguishing 
names. It is an effect that is similar to what 
we see arise, in innumerable cases which are 
parallel, where the cause is not at all blame¬ 
worthy. 

Nevertheless, at first, I had thoughts of care¬ 
fully avoiding the use of the appellation Arminian 
in this treatise. But I soon found I should be 
put to great difficulty by it; and that my 
discourse would be so encumbered with an often 
repeated circumlocution, instead of a name, 
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which would express the thing intended as well 
and better, that I altered my purpose. And 
theiefoie I must ask the excuse ot such as are 
apt to be offended with things of this nature, 
that I have so freely used the term Arminian 
in the following discourse. I profess it to be 
without any design to stigmatise persons of any 
sort with a name of reproach, or at all to mak<* 
them appear more odious. If, when I had occa¬ 
sion to speak of those divines who are commonly 
called by this name, I had, instead of styling 
them Arminians, called them these men, as 
L>r. Whitby does Calvinistic divines; it probably 
would not have been taken any better, or thought 
to show a better temper or more good manners. 
I have done as I would be done by in this 
matter However, the term Calvinistic is in 
these days, amongst most, a term of greater 
lepioach than the term Arminian; yet I should 
not take !t at ali amiss to be called a Calvinist, 
for distinctions sake: though I utterly disclaim 
a, dependence on Calvin, or believing the doc- 

tainrht f), UCh 1 , hold ’ because he believed and 
taught them; and cannot justly be charged with 

belie ving in everything j ust as he taught 

iniurv + 1<3St 1 sbould r T eall y be an occasion of 
t0 s ° m ? Persons, I would here give notice 

• n . * hOUgb 1 generally speak of that doctrine’ 
icernmg free will and moral agency which I 

oppose, as an Arminian doctrine; ylt I would 

ora V uthm der v, t ° 0 d T a r asserfcin g that every divine 
r author whom I have occasion to mention as 

naintaining that doctrine, was properly an Ar- 

SfeT'bv ,r, 0f tl “* t » commonly 

called by that name. Some of them went far 
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be} r ond the Arminians; and I would by no 
means charge Arminians in general with all the 
corrupt doctrine which these maintained. Thus, 
for instance, it would be very injurious, if I 
should rank Arminian divines in general, with 
such authors as Mr. Chubb. I doubt not, many 
of them have some of his doctrines in abhorrence; 
though he agrees, for the most part, with 
Arminians in his notion of the freedom of the 
will. And, on the other hand, though I suppose 
this notion to be a leading article in the Arminian 
scheme, that which, if pursued in its consequences, 
will truly infer, or naturally lead to all the rest; 
yet I do not charge all that have held this 
doctrine with being Arminians. For whatever 
may be the consequences of the doctrine really, 
yet some that hold this doctrine may not own 
nor see these consequences ; and it would be 
unjust, in many instances, to charge every author 
with believing and maintaining all the real con¬ 
sequences of his avowed doctrines. And I desire 
it may be particularly noted, that though I have 
occasion, in the following discourse, often to 
mention the author of the book, entitled “ An 
Essay on the Freedom of the Will in God and 
the Creature/’ as holding that notion of freedom 
of will which I oppose; yet I do not mean *to 
call him an Arminian: however, in that doctrine 
he agrees with Arminians, and departs from the 
current and general opinion of Calvinists. If 
the author of that Essay be the same as it is 
commonly ascribed to, he, doubtless, was not 
one that ought to bear that name. But however 
good a divine he was in many respects, yet that 
particular Arminian doctrine which he main- 
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tained is never the better for being held by such 
an one, nor is there less need of opposing it on 
that account; but rather is there the more need 
of it; as it will be likely to have the more per¬ 
nicious influence, for being taught by a divine 
of his name and character; supposing the doc¬ 
trine to be wrong, and in itself to be of an ill 
tendency. • 

I have nothing further to say b}' way of 
preface, but only to bespeak the reader’s candour, 
and calm attention to what I have written. The 
subject is of such importance as to demand 
attention, and the most thorough consideration. 
Of all kinds of knowledge that we can ever 
obtain, the knowledge of God, and the knowledge 
of ourselves, are the most important. As religion 
is the great business, for which we are created 
and on which our happiness depends; and as 
religion consists in an intercourse between our¬ 
selves and our Maker, and so has its foundation 
in Gods nature and ours, and in the relation 
that God and we stand in to each other; there¬ 
fore a true knowledge of both must be needful 
in order to true religion. But the knowledge 
of ourselves consists chiefly in right apprehensions 
concerning those two chief faculties of our nature 
the understanding and will. Both are very 
important; yet the science of the latter must be 
confessed to be of greatest moment; inasmuch 

a I\ d rel '? lon have their seat more 
immediately m the will, consisting more especially 

m right acts and habits of this faculty. And 

the grand question about the freedom of the 

will, is the main point that belongs to the 

•science of the will. Therefore, I say, the 
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importance of this subject greatly demands the 
attention of Christians, and especially of divines. 
But as to my manner of handling the subject, 
I will be far from presuming to say, that it is 
such as demands the attention of the reader 
to what I have written. I am ready to own 
^that in this matter I depend on the reader’s 
r couvtesy. But only thus far I may have some 
colour for putting in a claim; that if the reader 
be disposed to pass his censure on what I have 
written, I may be fully and patiently heard, and 
well attended to, before I am condemned. How¬ 
ever, this is what I would humbly aslc of my 
readers; together with the prayers of all sincere 
lovers of truth, that I may have much of that 
Spirit which Christ promised his disciples, which 
guides into all truth: and that the blessed and 
powerful influences of this Spirit would make 
truth victorious in the world. 
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SECTION I. 

If it be the prerogative of philosophical writings 
to command a more grave attention, and to chal¬ 
lenge a higher rank in literature than is accorded 
to works of imagination, it is also their fate more 
often to fall into oblivion; or even if remembered 
and preserved, to he superseded, and to forfeit the 
honours they once and long enjoyed as canons of 
science The reason of this difference is obvious ; 

i he op® class of compositions, an end is 
pi oposed which may be obtained in a thousand 
ways, and in the pursuit of which genius ensures 
its own success. Eut in the other class, where 
the discovery of truth is the single object, success 
depends not merely upon zeal and ability, but 
upon the good fortune also which may lead the 

inquirer upon the one only track amid innumer- 
able devious paths. 

The mass of ancient literature that has reached 
modern times consists in great part of those pro¬ 
ducts of mind, the immortality of which has not 
at all resulted from their value as vehicles of 
truth: yet are they still perused with delight- 
are handed down as inestimable treasures from 
a ge to age pass in the course of civilisation from 

B 
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clime to clime—and (go where they may) awaken 
always, in every cultured mind, the liveliest emo¬ 
tions of pleasure. Along with the poetry, the 
oratory, and the histories of a bright and distant 
time, we have received also, in no small quantity, 
the philosophy of the same era. Yet is it a fact, 
that of this prodigious assemblage, a single small 
treatise* alone retains its place and office as a 
source of knowledge, or is actually extant as an 
efficient instrument of instruction. Nevertheless, 
it is far from being true that Pindar, Hesiod, and 
Homer, or that Anacreon, Sophocles, and Aristo¬ 
phanes, were men of a higher order of intellect 
than those philosophers, their contemporaries, not 
a sentence of whose writings has been conserved; 
or than Plato and Aristotle, whose works, though 
handed down to us, exist in our libraries much 
rather as literature than as philosophy. 

The arrogant chiefs of the Grecian philoso¬ 
phical sects looked probably with scorn upon the 
versifiers, and dramatists, and orators of their 
day, and deemed them triflers. And yet it is 
these who still command the admiration of man¬ 
kind ; while those , for the most part, do but hover 
in the recollections of the learned, as phantoms 
of an obsolete intellectual domination. But the 
one strove for a prize which is always attainable 
by genius ;—the other reared their fame on the 
proud pretension that they were teachers of 
truth : their claim was disputed and disproved ; 
and their ambition has long ago been trampled 
'in the dust. 

Works of science lose their credit as such, 
either in consequence of the refutation and entire 

• Euclid’s Elements. 
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rejection of the principles they maintain ; or they 
are gradually superseded, in the natural course of 
improvement, by better digested systems, founded 
on the same general doctrines. In instances of 
this latter sort, the discoverers of certain great 
truths which have become the property of the 
intellectual commonwealth, though they still hold 
their titles of honour, retain little real influence , 1 
and are more often spoken of than read ; or are 
read only by the few who make the history of 
science their peculiar study. 

As examples of the former class, we might 
mention the pseudo-scientific doctrines of Plato— 
those splendid errors which extinguished the then 
existing light of true philosophy ; and the greater 
portion of the physical disquisitions of Aristotle; 
and the astronomy of Ptolemy; and then, in long 
array, and immeasurable bulk, the alchemy, and 
the astrology, and the physics, and the meta¬ 
physics, of the sixteen centuries during which the 
human mind dreamed ingeniously, rather than 

employed itself waking upon the affairs of the 
real world. 

Instances of the second sort (beside the single 
one above mentioned) are hardly to be produced 
from the extant remains of ancient literature; 
unless indeed we were to consider as works of 
science the writings of the Grecian and Roman 
geographers, which, though superseded by the 
more exact information of modern times, still 
exist, not simply as classical remains, but as 
sources of knowledge * Passing them, the writ- 

™ poriiaps say topographers: topography being more 

remote fiom the fields of speculation than any other branch of learn- 
mg was less vitiated than any other branch among the ancients; 
and their writings of this class retain their value to the present day. 
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ings of the fathers of the modern astronomy may 
he named as examples completely in point; for 
these (the modern astronomy being assumed as in 
truth the system of nature) have possessed them¬ 
selves of an immortality which must be coeval 
with the existence of science. Nevertheless,. it 
has happened, and indeed it is a distinction 
^belonging to genuine discoveries in science, that 
the writings which opened the path of truth have 
ceased to be read, except by the curious, even 
while still regarded as the spring-heads of real 
knowledge. It was the glory of Copernicus, of 
Tycho, of Kepler, and of Galileo, to say to their 

successors, “Leave us, and go on.”* 

Yet is it true of the few works that take rank 
in the highest class of philosophical literature, that, 
though they may have become obsolete, either 
because essentially erroneous, or because super¬ 
seded, they still challenge attention and respect as 
products of mind ; and though no longer valuable 
as guides in the pursuit of knowledge, are precious 
as works of genius, and as exhibitions of an athletic 
force of intellect. It is in this sense that the un¬ 
matched writings of Aristotle must be immortal; 
and thus that the best of his expounders may con¬ 
tinue to be read : and it is on this ground also 
that Hobbes, and Des Cartes, and Malebranche, 
and Berkeley, and Hume, and Hutcheson, and 
Hartley, retain, and will perhaps long retain, their 
place in the literature of Europe, and be perused 
by a future and more enlightened generation, to 
whom the absurdities and whimsical sophisms with 

* Is the “ Principia” now taking its place in this class of super¬ 
seded philosophy? Though this were the fact, Newton would lose 
none of his fame. 
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which they abound, shall seem even more frivolous 
than they do to ourselves. 

Whatever may in the next age he the fate of 
the “Inquiry concerning Freedom of Will” (in 
the prevent age it holds all its honours and autho¬ 
rity), it may safely be predicted that, at least as an 
instance of exact analysis, of profound or perfect 
abstraction, of conclusive logic, and of calm dis¬ 
cussion, this celebrated essay will long support its 
reputation, and will continue to be used as a classic 
material in the business of intellectual education. 
If literary ambition had been, which certainly it 
was not, the active element of the author’s mind 
(as it was the single motive in the mind of his 
contemporary and admirer Ilume), and if he could 
have forseen the reputation of his “ Essay on Free 
AVill, lie need have envied very few aspirants to 
philosophic fame. What higher praise could a 
scientific writer wish for, than that of having, by 
a small and single dissertation, reduced a numerous, 
a learned, and a powerful party, in his own * and 
other countries (and from his own day to the 
present time) to the sad necessity of making a 
blank protest against the argument and inference 
of the book, and of saying, “The reasoning of 
-ltclwards must be a sophism ; for it overflows our 
doctrine.” And then, if we turn from theology to 
science from divines to philosophers, we see the 
modest pastor of the Calvinists of Northampton 

' 1 1 ^ « # A a ^ among sages, and 

allowed (if ho will lay aside his faith and his 

} ?*' 0 8 P eu k and to utter decisions as a master 
ol science. 


* Wo claim 
rospect but the 


Edwards as an Englishman: ho was such in every 
accident of birth in a distant province of the empire. 



XXII 


INTRODUCTORY ESSAY. 


Sect. I. 


It might indeed have been well if the devout 
Edwards * could have forseen the consequences 
that have actually resulted from the mode in which 
he conducted his argument; for in that case, 
assuredly, he would not have allowed to sceptics 
the opportunity of triumphing by his means over 
faith as well as reason. He would, then, instead 
fl of abandoning the ground of abstract reasoning as 
soon as he had achieved the overthrow of the meta¬ 
physical error of his opponents, have carried it 
(and he was able to do so) to its utmost extent, 
and have so established the responsibility of man, 
as should have compelled infidels either not to 
avail themselves at all of his proof of universal 
causation, or to yield to his proof of the reality 
of religion. 

The diffidence and the Christian humility, or the 
retired habits of the American divine, prevented, 
perhaps, his entertaining the thought that he 
might be listened to by philosophers, as well as by 
his brethren, the ministers of religion. Supposing 
himself to write only for those who acknowledgech 
as cordially as he did, the authority of Scripture, 
he scrupled not to make out his chain of reasoning 
indifferently, of abstractions and of texts; and 
especially in the latter portion of his treatise, 
readily took the short Scriptural road to a conclu¬ 
sion, which must have been circuitously reached 
in any other way. Just and peremptory as these 
conclusions may be, they commanded no respect 
out of the pale of the church; nay, they rather 
excited the scorn of those who naturally said—If 
these principles could have been established by 
abstract argument, a thinker so profound as Ed- 

* See Note A at the end of the Essay. 
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wards, and so fond of metaphysics, would not have 
proved them by the Bible. 

Sceptics of all classes (it has ever been the 
practice and policy of the powers of evil to build 
with plundered materials), availing themselves 
greedily of the abstract portions of the inquiry, 
and contemning its Biblical connectives and con¬ 
clusions, carried on the unfinished reasoning ii^ 
their own manner; and when they had completed 
their edifice of gloom and fear, turned impudently 
to the faithful and said—“ Nay, quarrel not with 
our labours ; the foundations were laid by one of 
yourselves ! ” 

Notwithstanding this unhappy and accidental 
result of the argument for moral causation, as con¬ 
ducted by Edwards, this celebrated treatise must 
be allowed to have achieved an important service 
for Christianity, inasmuch as it has stood like a 
bulwark in front of principles which, whether or 
not they may hitherto have been stated in the 
happiest manner, are of such consequence, that if 
they were once, and universally abandoned by the 
church, the church itself would not long make 
good its opposmon to infidelity. Let it be granted 
that Calvinism has often existed in a state of mix¬ 
ture with crude, or presumptuous, or preposterous 
dogmas. Yet surely, whoever is competent to take 
a calm, an independent, and a truly philosophic 

rr t i he Chrlsti r s y stcm > and can calculate 

of opinion—the antitheses of 

sense oftlw 8rant ’ that lf Calvinism, in the modern 
sense of the term,* were quite exploded, a long time 

without an’yro^en'rtr^o^aS’ ‘1"“ th ? 1'™ Calvinism i» used 

divine whoVrXn Hs anm t a “ . op,ni ? n J of d'ustrio.m 
time the ago of the Heforination y ° f doctllue mucI * 
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could not elapse before evangelical Arminianism 
wonld find itself driven helplessly into the gulf 
that had yawned to receive its rival; and to this 
catastrophe must quickly succeed the triumph of 

aTe • ra ti°nalism of Neology; and then that 
of Atheism. 

Whatever notions of an exaggerated sort may 
« e t° some Calvinists, Calvinism, as distinguished 

from Armimanism, encircles or involves Great 

rut iis, winch, whether dimly or clearly discerned 
—whether defended in Scriptural simplicity of 
anguage, or deformed by grievous perversions, 
will never bo abandoned while the Ilible continues 
to be devoutly read; and which, if they might 
indeed be subverted, would drag to the same ruin 
every doctrine of revealed religion. Zealous, dog¬ 
matical, and sincere Arminians little think how 
much they owe to the writer who, more than anv 
other m modern times, lias withstood their incon¬ 
siderate endeavours to impugn certain prominent 
articles of the Reformation. Nay, they think not 
that, to the existence of Calvinism they owe their 
own, as Christians. Yet as much as this might be 
affirmed, and made good ; even though he who 
should undertake the task were so to conduct his 

argument as might make six Calvinists in ten his 
enemies. 

Yet it will not be affirmed (unless by the advo¬ 
cates of a party) that the treatise on the Will is in 
itself complete; or that it is open to no reasonable 
objection on the part of those who refuse to admit 
its conclusions ; or that it leaves nothing to be 
desired in this department of theological science. 
Aery far, we think, is this from being the fact. 
Edwards achieved, indeed, his immediate object_ 
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that of exposing to contempt, in all its evasions, 
the Arminian notion of contingency, as the blind 
law of human volitions: and he did more ;—he 
effectively redeemed the doctrines called Calvinistic 
from that scorn with which the irreligious party, 
within and without the pale of Christianity, would 
fain have overwhelmed them :—he taught the 
world to be less flippant; and there is reason al^p 
to surmise (though the facts are not to be distinctlv 
adduced) that, in the reaction which of late lias 
counterpoised the once triumphant Arminianism 
of English episcopal divinity, the influence of 
Edwards has been much greater than those who 
have yielded to it have always confessed. 

But if the inquiry on Freedom of Will is re¬ 
garded, and it ought to be so regarded, as a scientific 
treatise, then we must vehemently protest against 
that mixture (already alluded to) of metaphysical 
demonstrations and Scriptural evidence, which runs 
through it, breaking up the chain of argumenta¬ 
tion—disparaging the authority of the Bible, by 
making it part and parcel with disputable abstrac¬ 
tions ; and worse, destroying both the lustre and 
the edge of the sword of the Spirit, by using it as 
a mere weapon of metaphysical warfare. Yet, in 
justice to Edwards it must be remembered, that 
while pursuing this course, he did but follow in 
the track of all who had gone before him. To this 
ancient evil we must again advert. 

But, besides the improper mixture of abstract 
reasoning with documentary proof, the attentive 
reader of Edwards will detect a confusion of another 
sort, less palpable indeed, but of not less fatal con¬ 
sequence to the consistency of a philosophical 
argument; and which, though sanctioned by the 
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highest authorities in all times, and recommended 
by the example of the most eminent writers even 
r to the present moment, must, so long as it is ad¬ 
hered to, hold intellectual philosophy far in the 
rear of the physical and mathematical sciences. 
For the present it is enough just to point out the 
error of method alluded to, remitting the further 
consideration of it to a subsequent page. 

It is that of mingling purely abstract propo¬ 
sitions—propositions strictly metaphysical* with 
facts belonging to the physiology of the human 
mind. Even the reader who is scarcely at all 
familiar with abstruse science, will, if he follow our 
author attentively, be perpetually conscious of a 
vague dissatisfaction, or latent suspicion, that some 
fallacy has passed into the train of propositions, 
although the linking of syllogisms seems perfect. 
This suspicion will increase in strength as he pro¬ 
ceeds, and will at length condense itself into the 
form of a protest against certain conclusions, not¬ 
withstanding their apparently necessary connexion 
with the premises. 

The condition of those purely abstract truths 
which constitute the higher metaph3 r sics is, that 
they might (though no good purpose could be 
answered by doing so) be expressed by algebraic 
or other arbitrary signs ; and in that form made 
to pass through the process of syllogistic reason¬ 
ing; certain conclusions being attained which 
must be assented to, independently of any refer¬ 
ence to the actual constitution of human nature— 
or to that of other sentient beings. These abstrac- 

* The reader is referred also to a subsequent page of this Essay 
for a definition of the sense in which the writer employs the term 
metaphysics , as distinguished from the physiology of the mind. 
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tions stand parallel with the truths of pure mathe¬ 
matics. And it may be said of both, that the 
human mind masters them, comprehends and per-* 
ceives their properties and relations, and feels that 
the materials of its cogitation lie all within its 
grasp, are exposed to its inspection, and need not # 
be gathered from observation. To such abstrac¬ 
tions the artificial methods of logic are applicab^?. 

Not so to our reasonings when the actual con¬ 
formation of either the material world, or of the 
animal system, or of the mental, is the subject of 
inquiry. Logic may place in their true relative 
position things already known ; but it aids us not 
at all (the logic of syllogism) in the discovery of 
things unknown. Hence it follows, that if an 
inquiry, the ultimate facts of which relate to the 
agency and moral condition of man, be conducted 
in the method that is proper to pure abstractions, 
and it, as often as the argument demands it, new 
materials are brought in, unexamined , from the 
actual conformation of the human mind, very much 
may be taken for granted, and will flow in the 
stream of logical demonstration, which in itself is 
at least questionable, and which, whether true or 
lalso, should be stated as simple matter of fact, and 
y no means confounded with those unchangeable 
truths which would be what they are, though no 
such being as man existed. This error of method 
—an inveterate one—is as if a mathematician in 
calculating (for example) the necessary dimensions 
ot a timber winch, being supported at its two ex¬ 
tremities, was to sustain a given weight, were, in 
cai 13 ing on the mathematical part of his reasoning, 
to assume the specific properties of timber as an 
invariable abstraction; or were either to leave out 
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of the process all consideration of the density, 
compressibility, and tenacity of oak, ash, fir, elm, 
r &c., or were to take certain facts of this sort upon 
vulgar report, and blend them with his calculations, 
without having experimentally informed himself of 
the physical constitution of the materials in question. 

In the scientific procedures of the mechanic arts, 
the ultimate result, whether it be a building, a 
bridge, or a machine, usually combines three per¬ 
fectly distinct and independent series of truths, or 
classes of causation ; namely, 1st the mathematical 
relations of extension or number; 2nd, the mechan¬ 
ical laws of gravitation, motion, friction, &c.; 3rd, 
the qualities and properties (in part mechanical, in 
part chemical) of the several materials that are to 
be employed or wrought upon. 

Now these distinct principles or truths must be 
separately considered; and each in the method 
proper to itself; and must then be combined in the 
single result. It is thus alone that the arch can 
be made to sustain itself and its intended burden ; 
—that the roof will rest on its plate;—that the 
engine will perform its complicated part ; or the 
simplest implement execute its destined drudgery.* 

But owing, in part, to the abstruse nature of 
the subject, and to its not being susceptible of 
palpable proof; and, in part, to the unhappy 
accidents which in every age have beset intellectual 
philosophy, problems belonging to the science of 
mind have commonly been attempted to be solved, 
on the principle of confounding the abstract with 
the physical. And then if, in addition to this 
capital error, there have been mingled with the 
process the jargon of religious factions, and with 

* See Note 13. 
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that, the antagonist dogmas of the enemies of 
all religion, the smallest probability of attaining 
a satisfactory result has been removed ; and the* 
actual issue of the controversy, instead of going 
calmly to its place, like the conclusions of physical 
science, has served only to exacerbate new conten- 

10 j 8 > e *fh er among theologians, or between them 
and the assailants of Christianity. • 

In the case, therefore, of our availing our¬ 
selves of the reasoning of a writer like President 
Edwards, it behoves us to take heed that we do 
. ustice at once, to him and to ourselves. To him, 
3 y .not imputing to him, individually , a blame 
which belongs in common to all metaphysico- 
theological writers, of every age—not one perhaps 
excepted. And to ourselves, by assenting to his 
argument only so far as it is purely of an Abstract 
kind ; while we hold ourselves aloof from every 
conclusion which involves physiological facts of a 

kind either not considered by the author, or not 
known to him. 


SECTION II. 

Success in the prosecution of a scientific inquirv 
demands that,, if the desired result, or the ultimate 
lact, be of a simple kind, we should, 1st, Seek for 
it among the class of truths to which it actuallv 
belongs ; * and 2nd, That, in conducting the pro¬ 
cess, we exclude the facts and avoid the methods 
proper to other branches of knowledge. Or if the 
ultimate fact be complex, involving truths of dif- 
cren c asses, it is necessary that we pursue each 

•* See Note C. 
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class separately, and in its proper manner, and at 
last truly combine the several products. 

Of what sort, then, we may ask, is the inquiry 
concerning human agency, free will, liberty, and 
necessity ? In other words : to what department 
of science does the controversy belong, and on 
what ground is it to be argued ? Now, in order 
trhat every probable supposition may be included, 
and that we may disengage ourselves from such as 
are groundless, let it be affirmed, successively, of 
this question, that it is one 

I. Of common life, affecting the personal, social, 
and political conduct of mankind ; 

II. Of theology and Christian doctrine ; 

III. Of the physiology of man ; 

IV. Of the higher metaphysics. 

It is proposed to consider, as briefly as possible, 
the question of moral causation and necessity sepa¬ 
rately under these heads. And first, suppose it to 
be affirmed that the controversy may, in its result, 
affect the conduct of common life, or ouo-bt to 
influence the feelings or behaviour of men in their 
ordinary transactions, private and public. 

Unless for the sake of an important inference 
(soon to be mentioned), it might well be deemed 
in the last degree trivial and impertinent, even to 
assume as at all reasonable the supposition, that 
the substantial interests of life are liable to inter¬ 
ruption or interference from abstruse dogmas of 
any kind, and especially of such as are advanced 
in the controversy concerning liberty and necessity. 
There has, indeed, been a season among our near 
neighbours, during which an interference of this 
sort was allowed ; * and it may also have found 

* See Note D. 
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indulgence within the circle of German philo¬ 
sophy; and it has always had place among the 
mystics of Asia.* But in England, the force of 
common sense is far too great, and the credit of 
metaphysics is, happily, far too small, for any room 
to be granted to extravagances of this order. Or, 

^® i r R e J t oth erwise, the supposition of a practical 
consequence beiongmg to the question would stand 
discharged by the leave of even the most resolute 
mpugners of the common sense and common feel¬ 
ings of mankind, who, not only by their personal 

excuse their 

lellow-men from paying any more respect to their 

sublime demonstrations, than is ordinarily thought 

due to the inexplicable whims of men who abound 
in learning and leisure.f 

Yet let us for a moment contend, as if in serious 
tr.AesTtlm P 1 V h °- 8lII) P° sition > that such doc¬ 
doctnne o necessity ; or if there be yet in the 

that^twT i ny ° thcr ( ? OSma of s ' m i'lar quality, 

listened Z l ? ' pnnC1 P les have a claim to be 
1 stened to before men can, with reason or con¬ 
sistency, proceed to transact the business of life 

sionn'f’.V 0 s h°uW overturn a preposterous preten- 

• si 2;:r t m " oro “>»» <■»«;«», %, 

Oral to Mn 1-will be «... 

objections are mere iiraustLi.t „„ il a , mJ to confey s that all his 
than to show the whimsical condition < f other tendency 

and reason, and believe • tUouirh th«v * nia ukind, who must act, 

<hhgout inquiry to Ki*ti !fv ti ^ i ^ ft blo, by their inont 

these the fLndatioT of 

against them.”— Humb’s /mol'™ J -° ctlo f ns that mft . v h(i raised 

%n 9* sect, xil, part 2. 1 J nctrnmy the Human Understand- 
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we should, by a loose technical argument, procure 
a relegation of any such controversy from the 
haunts of real life in this manner. Let it be sup¬ 
posed, that, in due course of law, and after hearing 
and sifting of evidence, a prisoner at the bar has 
received sentence of death ; but his legal advocate 
pleads an arrest of judgment, on the ground, we 
will sav, of an error in the arraignment. The 
court assents to the propriety of this sort of inter¬ 
ruption—admits the objection to be formal and 
pertinent—examines with care the allegation, and 
finding it valid, allows to the convicted man the 
benefit of the demurrer. But let it be imagined 
that the prisoner’s legal defender, destitute of any 
euch fit objection, wherewith to protect the life of 
his client, stands up to impugn the good policy, 
or the abstract justice or the morality of the statute 
under which he has been condemned ; or he affirms 
that this enactment is contrary to the spirit of the 
constitution, and is in itself an outrage upon un¬ 
alienable rights. In an argument of this sort, he 
might happen to have all reason and good prin¬ 
ciples on his side; and might, if permitted to 
speak, actually bring judge, jury, and the crowd 
around, to think with himself. But the court 
peremptorily excludes any such impertinence , 
though valid in itself, as utterly improper to the 
place and occasion ; nor for a moment to be 
listened to, where laws are to be put in force—not 
repealed or amended. 

And yet this very same argument , overruled and 
rejected in a court of justice, may be carried into 
the senate, and shall there be respectfully enter¬ 
tained. Senators will hear and weigh reasons 
which judges repudiate. The ground of this prac- 
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tical procedure is manifest;—every one to his 
business. In the senate, motives of policy, and. 
legal consistencies, and special necessities of state, 
together with arguments of abstract or universal 
justice ; and even, to some extent, religious con- ( 
siderations, are brought together from all sides, 
arid go to influence the legislative decision. 
Nevertheless, limits are imposed upon the indul¬ 
gence given to senatorial argumentation. Were 
it, for instance, to happen that a legislative body 
included a mere theorist, or dabbler in philosophy 
and were such a one, instead of alleging some of 
the topics just mentioned, to advance, as a motive 
for repealing a penal statute, certain doctrines of 
phrenological science, and were to say, that inas- 
much as the murderer and the thief are the 
pitiable victims of an unhappy cerebral malforma- 
tion and in depriving their fellows of life or 
chattels do but yield to an organic necessity, 
springing from a certain too-much bloated inch of 
• raiI1 i I lerefore, to pursue crime by punishment 
8 only to add cruelty to misfortune ;—we say, in 
such a case, the improper argument would be 
overruled. Or, instead of the phrenologist, let it 
be supposed that a stanch and consistent disciple 
ot the modern “ Philosophy of the Human Mind ” 
announces to his peers the now demonstrated fact, 

lnflT at VlrtU . e . and Ylce are mere relations—abso- 

thm,r^°f ne r tltle > GXCept just 60 far as the y are 
not ™ ° f perceived b y other minds ; and 

Dr0 nTr°tlL re r 1 °I . p0S \ tlYe than the . most recondite 
P of a triangle. * Let him thence argue 

Brown mUs" uJt°howoT,J 3 i and es P® ciall T 595 and 50G . vo1 - «*• 
gion ami virtue’ lUit conf ° un< l e d with the enemies of reli- 

irtue. But las preposterous theory of morals affords 
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that, to inflict the pains of death upon an unfor¬ 
tunate being, who (in consequence of a volition 
in itself 'purely contingent) has given rise to the 
existence of some such relative notion in the 
minds of other men, would be an inhumanity, 
equally barbarous and unscientific. 

Or, to come nearer to our subject, we may 
imagine some such speculative senator to oppose 
a penal enactment, on the ground of philosophical 
fatalism, averring that, as “ all things are as they 
must be,” human responsibility is a fable, virtue 
and vice empty names, government and law the 
trickery of kings, as religion is of priests. But, 
in any such supposed instance of learned quackery 
or philosox3hical impertinence, not a moment’s 
indulgence would be granted, in a senate, to the 
man of theory : all ears would be stopped, or his 
voice drowned in outcries of contempt. Nor would 
this impatience spring so much from the belief 
that the argument was sophistical, and the theory 
baseless, as from the feeling that, whether true or 
false, questions of this order belong not to senators , 
but to philosophers. Every man to his business; 
and whenever men have long occupied a position 
where extensive experience has authenticated cer¬ 
tain modes of procedure, and where great, many, 
and substantial benefits have been obtained, they 
are not to be thence removed, or to be driven from 
their ancient inheritance of known advantages, by 
the mere demonstrations of pretended science. If 
an abstruse dogma be indeed well founded, it will 
in time vanquish to itself the convictions of man¬ 
kind, and will then properly come in to regulate 

striking illustration of the assertion, That intellectual philosophy is 
yet in its infancy. 
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the conduct of life, when all men have confessed 
Its right to do so. 

But there is a bar to the interference of abstruse 
th ?n ma t1 h con ? mon interests, more determinate 

nerfect f pi * ec , edln "‘ L , et fatalism in its most 
pci feet form be assumed as the mooted question, 

Now ab ° Ufc , t0 be , P er emptorily decided. 

rn Zl.A the , opposition that the doctrine is diS- 
P cd, exploded, and for ever cast out of the 
ninds of men, what (except, indeed that the 

r ld W 0 ld l be e 0o cised ° f a demon lie) what is 

Or C if°t f V he C .° / ntr0Ver8y ln tbat case is just—Jero. 

wfh of lndeed bc attenuated in a 

length of words, it comes to this: That the course 

of natuie ts what it seems to be; tliat the actions 

thitTh/"’* What they have ever been thought- 
il lL! 1 ! , 011 8Cnse of mankind is in truth as 

and'that"ti yS bC >- su PP 0Scd > a reasonable guide; 
and that the position of man in the present state 

mot via^Uo stimf qS'S'i.V°f mot os ‘ 

librofl. . t ,, . t JL‘ ^ 1,1 1, et qu il no jieut y avoir d'etre** 

attuclifi „„ par'uno^nnturol 

d uotio,, q „i ni6rito ifilT, Z . 3 “'A 

r .;" .loot ,1 faillo rfeo.openscr ou cl/ati!" ** “ 

JtH ordinary proceedings is enormous v fl | ,n ° ! ar P department of 

tills true, and only true, philosonhv «v» 1 n er l! )r; an c ‘ rror which 
tenco to convict thn R ,., *! . ^ ^ exposes. Now it is this nrn 

kind of illusivencss and XurditT wH T* of maul 

comparison between itself and every oih?r th ? &rouud of 

victs itself of falseness. y tLer 8clenco > »nd which con- 
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is not “•whimsical,” “absurd,” “contradictory,” 
“ preposterous,” “ frightful,” but altogether expli¬ 
cable and consistent. B} r such a determination 
of the controversy, all things, we say, would be 
left as previously they were; nothing altered, 
nothing amended, nothing superadded. Nor is it 
as in those branches of science where, even if 
positive and practical results are not obtained, 
some new and agreeable objects are discovered, or 
some region of delightful contemplation opened to 
the mind, or certain demonstrable relations set 
forth, for the exercise of its powers of abstraction. 
Nothing like this takes place when fatalism is 
disproved ; and therefore, if this issue be antici¬ 
pated, the entire controversy may as well be at 
once dismissed from the precincts of common life 
and of ordinary interests; inasmuch as the ques¬ 
tion, when thus determined , resolves itself into a 
simple nonentity. 

But let the alternative be taken, and let it be 
supposed that this fatalism is so convincingly 
demonstrated, that no way of escape from the dire 
doctrine can at all be discovered;—then, and in 
that case, its practical influence might be rejected 
as completely and effective^ as if it had been dis¬ 
proved. Fatalism (by the supposition) has been 
established by a demonstrative, or, at least, an 
irrefragable course of reasoning; and therefore 
takes its place along with the truths of other exact 
sciences, and should maintain sociality with them; 
—at least not stand alone, repugnant to all, and 
frowned upon by all. Yet, as it will appear, this 
must be the fact ; and its insulation and oppug- 
nancy will be as great on the side of the absolute 
principles of mathematical science, as on the part 
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experimental philosophy, where 
certainty rises not so high. 

To prove our assertion, we saj' that a presumption 
exists that the material world is so constituted as 
to tall in with the prosperous condition of the 
moral world; or, in other words, that such a har¬ 
mony prevails throughout the system of nature, 
material and intellectual, as shall make it invariabkj 
true that each discovery of the actual constitution 

°t the one shall, directly or indirectly, promote the 
well-being of the other. 

. , Wc sa y a presumption of this kind exists. But 
is it supported by facts ? Does the general suffrage 
ot philosophy—does the gross result of mathema¬ 
tical and physical science—of those sciences which 
resting upon demonstration or conclusive experi¬ 
ment are not to bo trifled with—authenticate, or 
does it invalidate, the supposition ? Does it go to 
favour the belief that the system of nature is one 
vast contrariety, inimical to man, and far better 
unknown than explored ? or does it corroborate 

our theorem, that the world, having been put 

S^L^A E< ;r fiCCnt r PoWer > is 80 framed ™ tlJ 

2 ‘ ltscl . f to thc comfort and welfare of man, 
ZZt“'“°° d h ’ dm V Tl “> *”■»« need "ot £ 

t ™<lenco in detoil bo re- 

ingenuity turns to his particular advantage some 

ntnleriTworid! 

and it can £ ^"'/correspondence between him 

that the a be traced ? It were superfluous to affirm 

ingenuitvirA 80 ,! 18 th ° - tr , Ut . h - and that human 
S y wholly occupied in keeping pace with 

• See Note F. 
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those wealth-giving instructions which philosophy 
every day hands over to her sister arts. Man 
r invariably receives, as well from the surface of 
nature, as from her depths, articulate invitations to 
employ his inventive faculty for extending his com¬ 
mand over her movements, and always for his own 
benefit. His condition, as a reasoning and active 
being, in this system, is by no means to be likened 
to that of a shipwrecked crew, cast upon a desolate 
island, who, impelled by necessity, are fain to con¬ 
vert the rudest and most improper and unfitting 
fragments of things to the purposes of art, for 
supplying the primary wants of life; and who (if 
the phrase may be excused) exist from day to day 
by shifts. But rather his circumstances in the 
abode in which Beneficence has placed him, might 
be resembled to the case of a company of untaught 
savages, who, drifting across the seas in their 
canoe, set foot on a shore, where they find a 
deserted city and vacated palaces. At first their 
rude ignorance is astounded by the various works 
and products of mechanic and elegant art; they 
gaze in idle amazement upon implements, machi¬ 
neries, decorations, and luxurious contrivances ; 
and they misname and misuse all things. But 
after a while, the dormant faculty of reason is 
quickened by observation ; tentatives are made, 
and every day is gladdened by a new discovery of 
the end and intention of this or the other article, 
or implement. Every accession to their knowledge 
turns out to be a contribution to their comforts 
or advantages ; and this for the simple reason, 
that all things were designed and constructed for 
the benefit and accommodation of just such beings 
as these are, who now are learning the use of them. 
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At length, when knowledge has reached its com- 
pletion, it is confessed, that within this city there 
is nothing rude, fortuitous, or chaotic ; hut that all 
bears directly or remotely upon the welfare of 
those who have become its occupants. 

> uc is the tenor of the evidence given by the 
demonstrable and physical sciences, in support of 
ie presumption (now no longer a mere presume, 

• ' that man, as an inventive and active being, 

is placed in the centre of the harmonies of the 
material universe; so that it shall always, and bv 
the very necessity of nature, be true, that know¬ 
ledge is his friend. And while he learns this 

means of 

detecting the mischiefs and fallacies of false pliilo- 
sophy Genuine Science, he well knows, ap¬ 
proaches him always as a kind and beneficent 

she ? S ~ 6 i he has ever some bo °n in her hand 

‘tl 1 C Th fW r tS h ° r P'-P 11 ! walk. on 
his naeo • Pf* °/. lm provement; accelerates 

stil/on and * ? lates h «. encr gics; and calls him 

ItnflfU r n t0Wards hl g her ground, 
metanh vr i r o 1 °1 *. n ? omen ‘ be granted, that certain 
“nse P and ™ do ? trme ?. wluch convict the common 

ndity, and which profess to abstain from umine- 
X bv°a T Vulgar . th ? il ; practical consequences 

established tbat these doctrine; are 

peremptory sort Tn^l l™ 0 ™* the most 
would be nW / n . n case> t ^ le human mind 

stations. P On throne ^ 1 ° °. p P u £? ant demon- 
mathematical one . 81 de it looks upon the 

and experimental sciences, which 
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are all, in their thousand forms, of a friendly and 
auxiliary character—which smile upon human 
r affairs and human activities. And, on the other 
side, it sees the single gloomy metaphysical 
demonstration, whose first salutation, when it 
r encounters human nature, is—Fool and slave! 
which instructs only to baffle and to astound, and 
t# sicken the reasoning faculty, and to create a 
contempt of man and of the universe. And it 
is found, that while it is the auspicious property 
of natural philosophy to diffuse itself safely and 
kindly, and, like a fountain of healing water, 
from its sources in colleges and seats of learning, to 
flow out among the multitude, as a pure blessing ; 
This other science, this abstract demonstration, is 
(by the confession of those who darkly divulge it) 
a dire mystery, an esoteric truth, fit only for sages, 
and one which it is wise to hide from the populace. 
In fact, it proves itself, when it comes among the 
vulgar, to be susceptible of no interpretation that 
is not pernicious. It is a philosophy which, by no 
ingenuity, by no refinements, can safely be broken 
up into morsels for distribution among the people*. 

How, then, shall a choice be made between the 
two demonstrated, but incompatible philosophies ? 
How, but by an indignant rejection of the dark 
and hostile science, as a sophism, even though to 
prove it such were impossible ? This doctrine, we 
say, even though it could not be disproved, would 
be overwhelmed, silenced, and scouted, by the 
concurrent suffrages of all other sciences. It is 
contradicted by the number or quantity of proofs ; 
and surpassed in the quality of its evidence: it 
may then properly be driven home to the cavern 

* See Note G. 
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whence first it issued, and for ever forbidden to 
approach the precincts of humanity, or to infect 
the atmosphere of knowledge, action, and virtue, 
n a word, the question of necessity mav be pro¬ 
nounced as NOTHING TO HUMAN NATURE ; for if 
it e decided in the manner that is favourable to 
ordinary notions, it merges in a void—disappears, 
and becomes the most nugatory and idle of aH 
earned trifles. But if determined in the other 
manner, then it assumes an aspect which places 
it m contrariety to every other science—demon¬ 
strable and experimental; and therefore may be 
spurned as a lie, because it speaks as an enemy. 


SECTION III. 

§ 

ihnYn, COme * t0 0U /, ® econd supposition—namely 
hat the question of liberty and necessity is impor 

ant, to Theology and Christian Doctrine 1 

AH venerable usages, and all venerable notions 

backed by the very cordial acquiescence of atheist 

and infidels, answer in the affirmative; and aerei 

in acknowledging that the controversy involve: 

the very existence of religion. But docs commoi 

sense authenticate the same decision p Does tin 

analogy of the real sciences approve it?* \Vi 1 

the sounder views and better feelings of a futur, 

and happier era of Christianity consent to it i 

mi L V(mtUr< \ t0 glV ° tho uc 8 ative to these interro 
gations; and are bold, moreover, to predict, tha 

the very next race of divines, our own sons am 

accessors, will reject as a sheer absurdity, and ai 

a pi epos erous pedantry, that practice and opinion 

* See Note II. 
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on this subject, which has stood sanctioned by the 
approval of all theologians, and all philosophers, 
r of all ages ! 

The history of the connection between religion 
and metaphysical science might be very profitably 
f pursued.* But volumes would not suffice for the 
theme. The natural history of that fatal alliance 
wight be set forth within much narrower limits; 
and would, indeed, resolve itself into a few well- 
known facts, or usages of the human mind. It is 
common to human nature (we cannot here stay to 
inquire why) to throw itself off from the familiar 
ground of proximate and intelligible causes, and 
to seek such as are abstruse, difficult, and ultimate, 
whenever it is agitated by powerful emotions. 
We have in this fact one of the sources of super¬ 
stition , and as it is in a sense true, that fear is 
the mother of the gods, so, in a sense, is it also 
true that anxiety, despondency, and the impa¬ 
tience of pain and sorrow, are teachers of meta¬ 
physics. It may be doubted whether certain 
profound speculations would at all have suggested 
themselves to the human mind, if life had been a 
course of equable prosperity. It may be ques¬ 
tioned, whether the inhabitants of worlds unvisited 
by evil, how large soever their intelligence may 
be, have thought of asking, What is virtue? or, 
What is the liberty of a moral agent ? 

The conflicts of hope and fear in the heart, 
and the assaults that are made upon hope by the 
scepticism or mockery of those around us, impel 
us naturally (but unwisely) to throw up the good 
and proper evidence which, though simple, and 
intelligible, and sufficient, does not open to the 

* See Note I 
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mind a depth profound enough to give room for 
the mighty tossings of the soul in its hour of 
distress The only testimony or proof that is 
strictly applicable to the point in question, is 
thoughtlessly rejected; and in an evil moment 
we transgress the limits of safety and of comfort, 

wi P ass . fr° m the (j>v(TLKa to the perae/yva-iKa. 

VV hen this unhappy error has been committed* 
two courses offer themselves; the one is to beat 
up and down through the regions of night where¬ 
upon we have entered, until we find, or fancy 
that we have found, solid footing, and discern a 
glimmering of light. The other course is, b\ r a 
buoyant effort of good sense, to sprint up at 
once from the abyss, and effect our return to the 
trodden and familiar surface of things. 

Tli® process is a frequent and "familiar one, 
which leads the nund to reason on important 
occasions ,n a manner which it shuns as absurd 
in parallel instances of a trivial sort. The man 
who loses Ins footing in the street, and besmears 
a new suit with mud, makes mirth of the simple 
accident But if, when he is on his wav to 
accomplish some important purpose, to make a 
loi tune, or to rescue one, he falls and breaks a 
unb, and, as tho eonsequence, irretrievably forfeits 
tiie only auspicious moment of his life, ho then 

Si 1 * the .philosophy of the mishap; and as 
108 011 his couch, meditates and reasons—“ of 
“ V nd Providence,” and bewilders his best 

nerJ. nd t’- Und ’,r m 1 thc Roominess of his sorrow, 

ill ten rlen 8 t ^ iat there is no heavenly super- 

tress of it ° f h ^ nun “hkirs—that chance is mis- 

forethonodht W0ll h ’ and a t length concludes, that 

g it, prudence, and activity, not less than 
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faith and piety, are a specious folly. He resolves, 
therefore, henceforward to pursue nothing beyond 
the sensualities of an hour. Nevertheless, this 
same man, whom calamity has taught to be a 
metaphysician, adheres still, on all trivial occa¬ 
sions, to the maxims of vulgar good sense ; his 
philosophical principles he takes up and lays 
5-own, according to the magnitude or insignifi¬ 
cance of the business in hand, and is not consist¬ 
ently sage or simple through the course of a single 
hour. To avoid the destined track of a bullet 
that is whizzing through the air, he would deem 
a folly ; and yet flinches from a splash of dirt! 
But should he not remember, that the very same 
awful fate that rules the flight of leaden balls, 
presides, not less arbitrarily, over the whirling of 
straws, the drifting of dust, and the projectile 
curves of mud ? 

It is just conceivable, or may at least be imagined, 
for the sake of an illustration, that a corporation, 
college, or company, possessed by charter of great 
prerogatives, extensive rights, and vast wealth, 
might, if vehemently urged to defend its monopoly 
or its privilege against the envy and cupidity of 
the community, be seduced so far from the path of 
common sense, as, instead of insisting pertinaciously 
upon the intelligible evidence of the antiquity and 
genuineness of its charter, and, instead of estab¬ 
lishing the fact of that remote transaction, which 
lawfully invested its ancestors or predecessors with 
these disputed rights, to join issue with its oppo¬ 
nents on some such physical question, as that of 
the possible perpetuity of material substances, like 
paper or parchment, from age to age ; or on that 
of the actual existence of any generations of men 
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antecedent to the present; or upon that of the 

abstract communicableness of rights from person 

to person. Many such whimsical doubts may be 

supposed to take place of the simple business-like 

questions—is the charter valid ? Has it been 

truly interpreted? Is it lawfully put in operation? 

l et these, it is manifest, are the only questions in 

which the privileged parties have any peculic* 

concern; for those higher and abstruse difficulties 

belong not in any specific manner to the colleo-e 

or corporation, but are either absolutely futile, or 

must be held to supersede and invalidate the whole 
course of human affairs.* 


An instance very nearly analogous to that of 
the connection between religion and metaphysical 
science, has, in modern times, been actually ob¬ 
truded on the world. The portentious spectacle 
has been exhibited on the theatre of nations, of a 
people wh en convulsed by political revolutions, 
and while agitated by the furious passions of 
revenge, pride, and rapacitj', and while eagerly 
contending for the partition of rights and posses- 
sions, to forget the urgent considerations of national 
prosperity and public safety, and to plunge head¬ 
long into the abyss of those unfathomable specula- 
tions that affect the very existence of man as a 
social being. So that the frenzied multitude 
instead of asking—How best shall we be governed V 
—have become infected with a metaphvsic madl 

ablesuW 1 - a8 f nderedthem incapable of reason- 

HT”' ““ ptins 

* Sco Note K. 
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And thus, too, it has happened, that the mo¬ 
mentous interests of the future life, as set forth by 
Christianity, because they profoundly moved the 
soul, and because, by their interference with un¬ 
governed passions, they excite hostility, lead both 
the defenders and the impugnersof a documentary 
religion aside from the only pertinent inquiry— 
Are the facts duly established, according to the 
ordinary maxims of testimony, and belief?— 
while they discuss controversies, to which religion 
is related only in common with the most familiar 
movements of social life. Let philosophers (or 
sophists) deny, if they please, the existence of a 
material world. Why should the teachers of 
Christianity, rather than any other class of men, 
rush forward to oppose the pedantic whim ? II 
that denial has in fact any meaning at all, or if it 
carries any inference which men ought to listen to, 
then should lawyers leave their courts, as well 
as divines their pulpits, and merchants their 
markets, and physicians their hospitals, to join in 
the fray. If any persons are interested in this 
abstruse quarrel, all are so alike—demonstrably 
interested in one and the same degree. Or let 
philosophers or sophists turn about and deny the 
existence, not of the material world, but of the 
intellectual and moral.* All men, in this in¬ 
stance, as well as in the other, and all human 
interests, duties, functions, hopes, and fears, are 
either alike concerned in the refutation of the 
learned nonsense, or may alike, in their several 
circles of practical activity, look upon it with 
utter contempt. Or again, let philosophers affirm 
that an unalterable and iron fatality—an immov- 

See Not© L. 
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able sequency of cause and effect, rules the world. 
If there be any practical inference whatever—any 
inference or corollary which demands respectful 
hearing, appended to the doctrine, then that con¬ 
sequence bears evenly upon all activities, upon all 
motives, upon all reasons of conduct, upon all 
calculations of futurity; and should either be 
allowed to arrest the entire machinery of humati 
life, or should be utterly forgotten and neglected, 

whenever men are called to act and feel as rational 
and moral beings. 

AVe deny, then, that the question concerning 

moral causation is one belonging to religion or 

Christian doctrine; because Christianity—the only 

existing religion—is, in the mode of its reaching 

us — 111 the subject matter of its communication— 

m the motives which it presumes to exist, and in 

the entire apparatus of its influence, part and 

pai cel with the common material of human life; 

and is no more dependent upon the resolving of 

any metaphysical problem, than are the most 

vulgar interests of commerce, or political institu¬ 
tions, so dependent* 

It enters into the very definition of metaphysical 
problems that they are universals . To brino- 
them, therefore, down upon an individual instance, 
to the exclusion of other instances of like quality, 
is the most enormous of all possible solecisms. To 
single out Christianity from the crowd of human 
atiairs and interests, and to assail it, so singled 
out, with propositions which, by their very 

essence, are equatly true of all things, or false 

1,? 1B .. t “ e 8 a me sort of proceeding, as if a 
mathematician, after demonstrating the properties 

• See Note M, 
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of the triangle, were to apply his doctrine only to 
r such triangles as are formed by the rafters and 
joists of a roof. 

If Christianity asks credit on any principle that 

r is not recognised by the customary proceedings of 

mankind ; or if it demands any motives or course 

of conduct, for justifying which we must appeal to 

Sbstruse theorems; then it must, of course, be 

separated from the fellowship of human affairs, 

and left to contend as it can with every hostile 

abstraction. But, if none of these things can be 

said, is it not most preposterous to involve it at 

all with such abstractions P And assuredlv it need 

* 0 

not be implicated with the question of necessity ; 
for this, as we have already said, if determined in 
one manner, is a perfect evaporation, leaving no 
residuum : or if determined in the other, even 
though by a seeming demonstration, ought to be 
spurned in its assault upon religion ; first, because 
it must arrest the entire movements of the moral 
and intellectual world, if it would impede any one 
class of these movements ; and, secondly , because, 
if it does so interfere, or claims a right to disturb 
an existing and salutary order of actions and sen¬ 
timents, it stands as a solitary exception among 
the sciences, all of which, both abstract and 
experimental, are found, when brought to their 
perfection, and when purified from empiricism, to 
be of a benign character, and actually come in to 
promote and facilitate those operations which the 
uninstructed common sense or the instinctive 
ingenuity of men had previously set in movement.* 
The probability, therefore, that this pretended 
demonstration is a mere sophism, favoured by the 

* See Note N. 
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abstruseness of the subject, and the vagueness of 
its signs, is as a thousand to one—or much more % 
than a thousand. The teachers of Christianity 
should, then, barely cast upon doctrines of this 
class a smile of contempt; and hold on their way, m 
as men whose business stands upon the intelligible 
ground of facts and experiment. 

I he more delicate, but not more obscure ques-* 
tion, now meets us, whether the abstractions of 
pure metaphysics can at all avail, or ought to be 
had recourse to, for the purpose of determining 
those controversies which arise among Christians, 
in consequence of a different interpretation of 
certain portions of the Document of Faith. 

Whoever should undertake to answer this ques¬ 
tion in the negative, might, if he chose to argue 
the point by an appeal to facts, find abundant 
materials fitted to his purpose in the whole course 
of church history, commencing with the Platonic 
fathers, and ending with the last writers on both 
sides of the Calvinistic controversy. Nothing, 
we say, would be more easy than, in"this way, to 
throw immense disgrace upon the venerable prac¬ 
tice of converting Christianity into a quibble of 
metaphysics. 

But the fruitlessness and inexpediency of this 
method of conducting Biblical controversy might 
be forcibly argued alone from the instance of the 
“ Inquiry concerning Freedom of Will.” Its 
acknowledged superiority to any theological work 
with which it might properly be compared—a 
superiority confessed, as well by philosophers as 
divmes—and its exemption from the vulgar sins 
° po emical literature, point it out as an instance 
oi the most unexceptionable sort. Yet, what has 

jj 
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been the result?- A real and signal service, as 
we have already granted, lias been rendered by it 
to the cause of important truths; but the service 
has accrued indirectly; while it lias utterly failed 
to bring the controversy between Calvinists and 
Arminians to a satisfactory issue. The meta¬ 
physics of Edwards demolished the metaphysics 
iof Whitby. This was natural and fit; for the 
philosophy of Arminianism could no more endure 
a rigid analysis, than a citadel of rooks could main¬ 
tain its integrity against a volley of musketry. 
And, moreover, the metaphysics of Edwards im¬ 
posed a degree of respect upon the flippancy of 
philosophers. But then (not again to insist upon 
the fact, that the “Inquiry” lias become almost 

the text book of infidelity) it has not- in any 
sensible degree brought home the abstract argu¬ 
ment to the purely theological difficulty. It has 
left things where they were, in this respect, only 
with the disadvantage of suggesting a tacit con¬ 
viction—that, what Edwards could not effect, can 
never he effected. The apparently incompatible 
propositions may therefore be affirmed, that, while 
our author, as the champion of Calvinism, has 
achieved a victory, and driven his antagonists 
from the ground they had unwisely occupied; he 
has confirmed and perpetuated the religious differ¬ 
ence, by the mere fact of having failed in his 
attempt to compose it. Is it, then, at all to be 
desired that a second philosophic Calvinist* should 
undertake the task of leading Arminians on the 
path of scientific demonstration, to a cordial 
acquiescence in the plain meaning of certain por¬ 
tions of the Scriptures ? We think not. 

* See Note O. 
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Nevertheless, it ought not to be regarded as ar 
improbable event that pious Calvinists should at 
length meet pious Arminians on common ground : 
and that the difference between the two parties 
should for ever he merged in a Biblical doctrine. 

Hut an accordance so happy will assuredly be 
the result not of the perfection of metaphysical 
theology, hut of a better understanding of the* 
special nature and unique constitutiorT of the 
Document of Faith, which, unlike anv other writ¬ 
ing is at once simply the work of human minds • 
and not less absolutely the work of the Divine 
Alind* As a human work—as a collection of 
ancient treatises, letters, and histories, composed 
by almost as many authors as there are separate 
pieces, it is plainly liable to all the ordinary con- 
d.tions of other ancient literature; and not mcrelv 
to the critical, but to the logical conditions that 
belong to the products of the human mind • and 
of course when categorically interrogated for its 
c\ idence, in relation to certain abstract positions 
derived, not from itself but from a variable 
theological science, will yield not a few apparent 
contrarieties, ibis would certainly be the case 

eV Bul Ve the t Bib? bl 1 thG W ° rk ° f * 

ut tlie Bible claims no respect at all as in 

rcl, g'°i», unless it bo received as in 

,h “ n »»»«« just 1 of SS. pt! 

• See Note P. * 
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tions, or sections, or segments, of these several 
systems, or of these series of causes, which contain, 
practical inferences, important to the special pro¬ 
cess of restoring mankind to virtue. It will follow 

from this description of the heaven-descended 

canon of religious truth, that the harmony of the 
various portions will never come within the range 
«of the methods of human science; for human 
science is drawn from one system only , and is 
imperfect and vague, even in relation to that one 

system.* # 

Illustrations are always faulty, and always liable 
to be perverted; yet may they serve a good pur¬ 
pose when advanced simply as such; and not urged 
as proofs or arguments. Let it then be supposed 
that, to a number of intelligent persons, instructed 
in nothing beyond the first elements of mathe¬ 
matical science, there were to be given—not a dia¬ 
gram or description, but some of the distinguishing* 
and some of the most recondite properties of the 
three conic sections—the ellipsis, the parabola, and 
the h} T perbola ; and that it were demanded of them, 
not only to find curves possessing precisely such 
properties, but to find one regular and simple 
figure which should contain the three harmoniously 
upon its surface. Now it must be granted, as hypo¬ 
thetically possible , that some one of these persons, 
either by a happy accident, or by force of intelli¬ 
gence, might at length produce the cone, and 
demonstrate upon it the several properties of the 
theorem. But to make our illustration complete, 
it should be supposed that no such figure as a cone 
had ever actually been seen or thought of, by the 
persons to whom the problem is given. What 

* See Note Q. 
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♦ben would be the probable event ? Mav we not 
assume it as likely, that each individual, attaching 
linself by preference to the properties of some one 
ot the three propounded curves, and giving his 
attention almost exclusively to its peculiarities, 
and succeeding, perhaps, in the attempt to reconcile 
among themselves these separate conditions, would 
>c inclined to impugn, as necessarily false, the 
processes by which his companions were finding 
he other two curves; and, being satisfied with 
he soundness of his own reasoning, would deem 

♦ hat ot his friends absolutely irreconcilable with it 
And so it must seem inevitably, until the one true 
harmonising figure is actually produced. 

But how soon might a fierce controversy arise 
among the perplexed inquirers ! How soon would 

ho ’ellTn * C ° a S , ep ;' mti0n of t,ie partisans of 
ho ellipsis, the parabola, and the hyperbola♦ The 

nends of the first of the curves would think 
themselves just,tied i„ denouncing the hyper- 

S :Z,/ XtraVngant h r eticR; whil ° Oiesc^and 
Bmidi v n <T°u’ W ° uld l lold i]1 C011 tempt the 

StTt ad, : rin ? t,U ' ir ° Wn "-‘leratlons, 

♦ 1,0 1 , 'v nf that lt Was the y who alone held 
walk r dlC , • UP ° n Which truth ves to 

, “ B *wcdmtor8 between tho extreme parties 
Would gravely say much that was very plmisible’ 

runson -that thuy uro j„ s t us fur us thcir'coin- 

explanation” Hn' vin " ‘l ' 0 , 0 " 0 a «tual principle of 

• Hie purabola may seem, but it ia 
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not in fact, or in any degree, a reconciling truth 
between the ellipsis and the hyperbola, for the 
ellipsis and the hyperbola are not at variance. 
But the controversy, though it tends to no satis¬ 
factory issue, is producing these two ill consequences 
(not to mention the excitement of bad feelings 
among friends), namely, that those of the company 
whose temper was the most calm and sceptical, 
would be haunted by troublesome suspicions, that 
he who proposed the problem had made sport o 
the ignorance of all, by affirming things strictly 
paradoxical. And then the by-standers woul 
almost certainly learn to treat the whole affan—"" 
the problem, its propounder, and the factions, wjt 1 
utter contempt. But we suppose that at this in¬ 
stant the propounder enters, and forthwith extin¬ 
guishes the feud by the production of the cone • 
and all contrarieties are at once reconciled; al 
suspicions are dispelled; and eager dogmatists 01 
all creeds are put to the blush! 

To defend the propriety of this illustration m 
all its parts would be idle. It is enough if 
explains the assertion, that the Scriptures, be- 
cause true and divine, and because that they 
propound separated parts, properties, or rela- 
tions of systems not known, will for ever bailie 
the attempt to reduce their testimony within 
the completeness and rotundity of a human 
science. If it be so, it will follow, that meta¬ 
physical reasoning, how rigid and exact soever, 
is not to be looked to as the means of adjusting 
Biblical controversies. That it may seem for a 
while to do so, is granted; but the specious 
conciliation will either be a mere confounding 
of an antagonist by force of logical strength ; or it 



Sect. IV. 


INTRODUCTORY ESSAY. 


lv 


will have been effected by constraining some 
portions of the scriptural evidence. 

We conclude that the question of liberty and 
necessity, or of moral causation, is one in which 
Christianity has no peculiar interest, and from 
t e determination of which it can neither derive 
permanent advantage, nor receive lasting damage. 


SECTION IY. 


We proceed to inquire in what manner, and to 
what extent, the question of liberty and necessity 
belongs to the Physiology of the Human Mini/ 
No one would affirm, or indeed could con¬ 
sistently imagine, that either the idealism of 
Berkeley, or the non-caumi causation of Hume 

l a l 81 I^ r j£ tri " e » can properly occasion even 
the smallest difficulty or obstruction to the 

eheimst who is discovering the affinities of acids 

resolvin g earths into their ele- 
ments. A\ hetlier or not there he an external 

woiid, and whether or not it be put in movement 
by efficient causes, it remains true—that heat is 
evolved or absorbed in the process of a new com- 
bmatmn ; that sulphuric acid will change a veo- e - 
table blue to redand that combustion goes°on 

TW 7 P 1 t d y m ? x J’o en S as than in common air. 
these facts may be mere phenomena of the world 

ot mind; or real events in the world of matter •— 

they may result from efficient causes, or not ’so 

istiy P ° r f eCt %ndi Jf erenc e to the science of chern- 
Aud, in like manner, is it a matter of absolute 

Principled of Human Knowledge. 
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indifference to the naturalist, while informing 
himself of the internal structure of animals, or of 
their dispositions, faculties, and habits, in what 
way the s} r stems of idealists, of materialists, of 
necessitarians, or of sceptics, are disposed of. The 
stomach, the brains, the bone, of the dog, the 
horse, and the camel, will continue just what they 
#re, whether or not those animals are affirmed to 
be mere intellectual phantasms, or are allowed to 
be actual existences, and whether or not causation 
be “ an empty illusion of the fancy ,” or a con¬ 
nection of power between successive events. And 
not less independent of these speculative doctrines 
is the inquiry (for instance) concerning the in¬ 
ternal process which fills up the interval of time, 
or which completes the connection between an 
impression on the senses of an animal, and the 
correspondent movement of his limbs. If it t> e 
asked, What takes place within the cerebral 
machine, when the hawk, from his motionless 
point in the sky, discerns his victim in the grass, 
and descends like lightning to the earth?—this 
purely physical inquii'y has no more connection 
with the theories of metaphysicians, than subsists 
between those theories and any chemical or me¬ 
chanical fact. 

And, manifestly, the conditions of physical 
science are not altered by merely turning from 
one class of sentient beings to another; from the 
lower to the higher order of animals, from zoo¬ 
phytes to reptiles, from quadrupeds to man. If> 
for example, a scientific inquiry relates to the 
anatomy of the visual organ ; or to the mental 
processes of perception; or to the combinations of 
impressions from two or more of the senses; or to 
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the laws and conditions of volition ; or to the 
influence of animal appetites, or moral emotions ; 
or to the operation of the reasoning faculty; all 
these are matters of fact, belonging to the actual 
conformation of this or of that animal; and are 
as strictly physical, and as absolutely indepen¬ 
dent of metaphysical dogmas and abstract truths, 
as are the affinities of acids, and the crystallization 
of salts. There would, indeed, never have been 
occasion, even so much as to affirm this indepen¬ 
dence of physics and metaphysics, were it not 
that the immemorial practice of confounding the 
science of the human mind with pure abstractions, 
has filled both departments of intellectual philo¬ 
sophy with absurdity; and has detained both to 
the present day, in a state of infancy.* 

If it were asked—Of what is the dog or the 
horse capable ? what may fairly be demanded of 
them in the way of service? or of what improve¬ 
ment may their native faculties he susceptible bv 
means of education, by rewards, punishments, anil 
instructions? Ihese inquiries, simply physical as 
they are, must be resolved by observation and 

xperiment; and cannot, even in the most remote 

rT’i b0 ° tf< ? Cted h y abstract doctrines of the 
sort that, constitutes the greater part of what is 

teimed the “science of mind.” Whether the 

intelligence and moral sensibilities of a certain 

species might be wrought upon by culture to a 

whete'rTh* "T !*“ >' c { been'attempted o^ 
provement “ ^ reacbed its limit of im- 

ay ot light could be thrown, even bv the mnot 

complete solution of the problems which fill the 

. * See Noto R. 
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pages of writers on intellectual philosophy. The 
intellectual character and capacities of each order 
of conscious beings are matters of fact; as much 
so as the fusibility and malleability of a metal. 

In a word, any sort of practical question, re¬ 
lating to the dispositions; constitutional motives, 
or proper treatment, of this or that species of 
^animals, higher or lower, must be determined m 
the methods proper to physical science ; and can 
neither be illustrated nor interfered with by those 
unchanging truths which draw not their materials 
from the world as it is. Thus, we not only dis¬ 
tinguish the two sciences of pli} r sics and meta- 
pl^sics; but affirm their absolute independence 
one of the other. And as no inference drawn 
from the former can impugn the demonstrations 
of the latter; so neither can these demonstrations 
reach, or modif} r , the actual conformation of any 
of the families of the sentient world: spite of 
metaphysics, lions, bears, antelopes, and men, will 
go on to feel and to act as always they have done. 
To suppose the contrary, were the same absurdity 
as to imagine that salts will henceforward crystal¬ 
lize in other angles than formerly, when it shall 
be proved that there is no such thing as efficient 
causation. 

The end of ph3 r sical science, is to discover, or ' 
lay bare, the actual constitution of its subject; 
not to expunge or reject an3^ of the facts belonging 
to the nature of that subject. And it should not 
be forgotten, that as, in investigations of this sort, 
the ultimate facts are already in our possession, no 
very important truth can be expected to result 
1 ‘rom even the most complete anal3 r sis of the phe¬ 
nomena. Science is little better than a learned 
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amusement, when employed in analysing a me¬ 
chanism, the powers of which are already fami¬ 
liarly known, and the conformation of which is 
unalterable. This is very much the disadvantage 
of the entire circle of intellectual philosophy. 

If the operation of motives in the human mind, 
or if the laws of human agency, be the subject of 
inquiry, our business is to explain, if we can, theSb 
tamiliar processes; not to deny any of their con¬ 
ditions. The science of human nature finds man 
a reasoning animal, and finds him master of his 
welfare (to a certain extent), and finds him a 
moral and religious being, influenced by the 
anticipation of future events, and ruling his con¬ 
duct by a reference to the opinion and conduct of 
other beings. These facts are to be denuded, if it 
be possible to denude them ; but assuredly not to 
be rejected or overlooked. We may describe how 
the moral emotions work; but not affirm that 
there are no such influences. The less indulgence 
shou d be granted to the audacity of speculation 
the regmn °f mental philosophy, because, 
though its sophisms may dangerously pervert the 
common sense of mankind, its truths (except just 
so far as they explode such sophisms) have almost 
nothing to offer of practical instruction. And if 
this be true of the science in general, it is pecu- 

process°nf IV anCh ° f h Which t«ats of the 
is to evn Ji , 0111 n °,° ne would be s <> fantastic 
of the v 1 1 i 0V ? n , tbu most complete anatomy 

bo so hf OP- pnUC 1 P le could > in its inferences, 
mass of m Sh v ^ C0,lt "? t with the minds of the 

o„mu i, Uklnd ’- US t>lthcr t0 lessun the violence 
ot impetuous passions, or to enhance the vi-our of 

vntuous emotions. This truly is not the style of 
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human nature: man is not constituted to draw 
his reasons and motives from the theory of his 
own mental conformation: and if we would 
imagine an extreme instance of intellectual hypo¬ 
chondriasis, it must be the case of a philosopher, 
who, whenever he proposed to move, speak, or act, 
must first anxiously consider in what order to pull 
fhe strings of the intellectual machine. 

We grant, indeed, that the philosophy of the 
agency of sentient and voluntary beings is a mat¬ 
ter of rational curiosity. But it is nothing more ; 
and of far less consequence to the welfare of man, 
than would be the discovery of a new chemical 
agent; or of a satellite to the planet Mars: for 
the one might facilitate three or four of the me¬ 
chanic arts; and the other would give to the 
navigator an additional celestial chronometer. 
But a perfect and true theory of volition must 
leave volition precisely what always it has been. 

Moreover, physical science is distinguished from 
abstract science, both mathematical and meta¬ 
physical, in this important particular, that the 
processes of the latter are entirely dependent upon 
absolute precision in the use of the signs or terms 
employed;* so that the smallest inaccuracy dis¬ 
turbs the whole series of deductions, and falsifies 
the conclusion. Hence the confessed obscurity 
and uncertainty of intellectual philosophy, arising 
from the vagueness and variableness of language 

the only signs it can employ. But the pro¬ 
cesses and results of physical science are happily 
exempt from any such disadvantage. Bor if a 
fact in the conformation of an organised body be 
ascertained—if it be really known to the dis- 

* See Note S. 
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coverer, it may be expressed or described in a 
"variety of modes; and may be spoken of in a 
copiousness of terms, more or less proper, until 
t lere shall be no danger of mistake on the part of 
t le reader. It follows hence (when the philo¬ 
sophy of human nature is treated, as it ought, 
physically, not abstractedly) that that anxious 
and prudish nicety of language which belongs !• 
metaphysical discussions, will be discarded with 
contempt. Whatever pretended fact in the philo- 
sopliy of mind cannot be correctly communicated 
except in one set of phrases, may safety be rejected 
as a subtilty, altogether insignificant to physical 
science. The modern chemical nomenclature 
though it must be regarded as a highly important 
instrument for facilitating the diffusion of the 
science, and for giving simplicity and precision to 
the record of its discoveries, cannot be deemed an 
inseparable or indispensable means of maldng 
them known. I he same facts might be correctly 

S'? tbe <>f a people d^stituteSthe 

uud hon which makes our Greek and Latin terms 

ntolhgible to the English, French, and Germans 

f . ba ‘ na 18 truc of physical facts of all kinds- 

-L n if r sir 1 « « 

a Ji e v ?‘° m 0f co, isidering the volitions and 

ind' Tut if th ,n ° d f ° f U P fro-The 

lool ed at it f r l W0 :' ld of Client beings is 
species has its “ 0nCe b , G 8een ’ both that each 

principle and FC‘ 1,u " c . ond . ltio 'ts of the voluntary 
^ ’ volition in eucli species results, 
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at different times, from very different internal 
processes. It would appear, then, to be the 
natural course to look out, first, for the simplest 
instances of volition ; and then to ascend from 
them to such as are complex, and not so readily 
analysed. This order of investigation directs us 
to the inferior classes of the animal community; 
5 t being probable that, in narrowly observing 
instances of less complicated organisation, we shall 
become insensibly qualified to dissect that which 
is more so. For as we may fairly presume, the 
more complicated orders take up into their mental 
machinery the elements that have been singly 
developed in the lower ranks of existence. It is, 
indeed, alone on this presumption that we can 
avail ourselves at all of the fruits of observation, 
gathered from the movements and habits of infe¬ 
rior species. For it is only by a reference to our 
own consciousness, that we interpret such facts; 
and this interpretation presupposes the homo¬ 
geneity of the elements of sentient existence. If 
a pure intelligence, or simply rational essence, 
wholly destitute of all appetite, emotion, imagina¬ 
tion, were to descend into this world of hungry, 
thirsty, passionate, irascible, and pleasure-loving 
beings, it would find itself utterly at a loss in en¬ 
deavouring to comprehend the movements which 
it witnessed. That is to say, having no participa¬ 
tion of the elements of the animal and moral 
nature, it would want the glossary of mundane 
life, and possess no means of interpretation : all 
it saw would be a riddle. 

But this is not the case when man looks around 
him upon his fellows of inferior rank : for, pos¬ 
sessing as he does all the elements of animal and 
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moral life, lie discerns very few operations which 
iie does not at once know how to translate into 
the langiiage of his own nature; and he is thus 
qua lhed to philosophise, as well upon the mental 
conformahon of birds and quadrupeds, as upon 
that of his own tribe. We say, he witnesses very 
Jew operations unintelligible to him; for there 

mimno7"l entS C T U { d ° n ’ es P«eially by the more' 

from 1 • n ^?r’ ar i d ! 10s0 t \ lat a . re the most remote 
„ i , u ™ S(d ^ which nothing in his own nature 

ternrJ mldci ' stand 5 they are facts not in- 

designated by a term which has no other sffinifi- 
cance than that of standing for a class of °facts 
not understood. Whatever principle of agency 

constitution U "“SW 0 elcment of the ^ 
cable facts^ 'I*i Instikct * These inexpli¬ 
SMS* to — 

Ihe inferior orders of conscious beings offer to 
of voHUon t'" 0 t\ V lh -T di8tin ff«i^ a Wo elements 

n , ’ (, r5 ( ^ici w ltli the rude commencements 

«r. f r“ 0-v.lopment of S 
uust look to the higher nature of man. 

When the huffing gusts of November assail tlm 
embrowned forests, it is the amusement of an idle 
moment to watch the course of a sm c lea torn 

hurried hvTdff b °’ f lgh ’ “ d foltwitaS^ 

air-tLe to ^ c W, "f, Ult ? the ficlds of «lV 

chance u„til P r rm gldd £ Clra uits-the sport of 

it travel™! ° b * the 8 eneral ^rent, 

r east, und slowly descends to its 

• See Note T 
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destined resting-place on a distant spot. A move¬ 
ment not altogether unlike that of the severed 
leaf, driven of the winds, is displayed by the 
wanton flight of the swallow on a tranquil sum¬ 
mer’s evening: and if the atmosphere were not 
seen to be motionless, one might well imagine 
that the bird, like the leaf, was passively yielding 
*to every fitful blast. 13ut let the little aeronaut be 
brought to the earth, and his structure examined; 
and it will become manifest that his movements 
have sprung from other than external impulses. 
We first notice the mechanical apparatus by which 
the living machine is held buoyant in the an » 
and then, by dissection, follow the silvery threads 
which connect the merely mechanical parts the 
solid frame-work—and the contractile fibres, with 
the head; whereon, also, are set those instruments 
which bring the animal into intelligent contact 
with distant objects around it. Here, then, are 
the means of movement; and the means, also, oi 
keeping this movement in correspondence with 
place and circumstance of the external world. 
13ut we still have to seek the motive , or impulse 
of movement. 

Let, then, the palpitating bosom be reft, and 
we shall find the gastric sack, with its solvent 
juices and its peristaltic action ; and we perceive 
that it is gorged with insects, in every progressive 
stage of dissolution and of assimilation to the solid 
and fluid matter of the animal. We need not 
doubt, then, that the acrid chemical agent, which 
is accomplishing this conversion of the substance 
of one animal into that of another, acts also, when 
not so occupied, in some such way upon the sack 
itself as to excite an uneasiness, which being con- 
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veyed to the centre of consciousness, and being 
there conjoined with familiar impressions from 
the^ external world, and meeting there, also, the 
springs of muscular irritability, give impulse to 
the machine in the direction towards that external 
object, the image of which already exists in the 
memory conjoined with the sensations of gratified 
appetite. Now, in this dissection of the machine 
of animal life, the relation of parts, and their 
interaction for the production of a single result, 
are perfectly intelligible; as much so as is the 
mechanism of a watch. But in the construction 
both of the watch and of the bird, there are cer¬ 
tain ultimate connections which lie beyond our 
ken, and which can be known only in their pro¬ 
ducts. In the watch, these inscrutable facts are— 
the principle of elasticity in the springs, and the 
vts vnerticc of the balance-wheel. That is to say 
the two last causes in the machine can be traced 
no furl her than to a certain expansive property 

V s . t 1 Ge1, liU( \ . to the universal law of momentum. 
Jn the machinery of the bird, the unknown or 
ultimate facts, though more in number, are not in 
1 hem selves more recondite or obscure; but just as 
much so—neither more nor less. They are such 
as these; the chemical power of the several fluids ; 
he principle of muscular contraction ; the prin- 

cevphr° 1 a88lmilation and £ rowth 5 and the whole 
actfon L ai>pa, ; atus ° f sensation > and the inter- 

loc °raotion, or muscular action. That is to 

* the Watch ’ 80 111 the bird > tb e arrange¬ 
ment of parts and functions is intelligible but the 
powers are unknown. ’ 

And jet, notwithstanding our hopeless igno- 
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ranee, in both instances , of the ultimate connec¬ 
tions, we may safely and certainly reason concern¬ 
ing the proximate and intelligible parts of the 
contrivance; and may, without being supposed to 
understand what in all cases lies beyond human 
knowledge, affirm that we comprehend the me¬ 
chanism both of the watch and of the bird. The 
theory of the regular movement of wheels and 
indicators is truly given when all the parts that 
connect the elasticity of the two springs with the 
vis inertias of the balance-wheel are described. 
And in like manner, the theory of action in the 
animal is truly given, when the several corre¬ 
spondences between the stomach, wings, eyes, ears, 

and brain of the bird, are enumerated. 

But this one account of the movements ot the 
animal machine does not explain all the facts 
observable in the wanton flight of a swallow; for, 
beside some other movements, which, like those 
already mentioned, are easily traced home to cer¬ 
tain functions or organs, as those were traced to 
the stomach, there are actions not to be in any 
such manner explained. It b} r no means appeals 
that the little unlicensed Venator invariably directs 
his flight towards the nearest or the best-fed gnat 
at any moment within his circle of vision; nor 
that he is diverted from the pursuit of his victim, 
only by this or that assignable object of alarm, or 
of social attraction: his aerial gambols. are ^ 00 
various, free, and erratic, to be all assigned to 
impulses of this order. It^may be well, however, 
to turn to another subject in search of this other 
law of animal agency. 

The young horse that, free a-field, makes largje 
orbits over the level mead, is neither hunting his 
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prey, nor flying before an enemy ; yet does he 
put forth his powers of speed as if death were 
behind him, or life before. He stops on his 
course; snuffs the gale; leaps and plunges; 
snorts, and again darts onward; in pursuit of 
nothing! Here our consciousness (unless octo¬ 
genarians) aids us to interpret the seemingly 
causeless activity. To the plenitude of muscular 
power, and to the full tide of animal spirits, belongs 
an appetite asking for movement and sport; and 
tins same desire, combined with other impulses, 
or taking its turn with them, in colts, kittens! 
children, and boyish adults, is the cause of a great 
part of all the hurry and the change which keep 
the world from stagnation. But again ; if the 
gay activity of the young horse be narrowly 
observed a belief will be suggested that his course 
irom sido to side of his pasture—his capricious 
pauses, and Ins starts, obey yet some other internal 
Jaw He bites the grass a moment,—raises his 
head —seems to ponder some freakish device, and, 
ike the lightning, springs from his place, and is 
hardly to bo followed by the eye. May it not be 
surmised and if the manners of animals of all 
classes are watched, must it not be believed that 
within the brain of the animal (if indeed the brain 

br .in« SC r at ° £ conscl ? usness )> as well as within the 
biains of men, an incessant movement is goino- 

, or a stream of recollected sensations, fortuit” 

«, E™ 1 K: " tllcs ,° "covered emotions, or 
sensations, meeting, eucli moment, either with 

impressions from the senses, or with desires from 

the several viscera of life, form infinitely varied 

• See Noto U. 
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combinations of action. It is as if this under- 
current of thought had been included in the mental 
structure of the animal for the very purpose of 
breaking up that uniform, and mechanical, and 
calculable succession of movements, which must 
needs have resulted from the dull influence of 
three or four simply reasonable motives of action. 
By the means of this exquisite contrivance, which 
diversifies, indefinitely, the agency of the animal— 
the animal moves over a far larger circle of activity 

_meets with a thousand times more new occasions, 

and comes in contact with many more means of 
enjoyment, than could happen, if he were the mere 

creature of his appetites and desires. 

In reference to these primary causes of action, 
namely, the desires of animal life, and the irascible, 
amatory, and cautionary emotions that spring from 
them ; and the love of muscular action ; and the 
suggestions of the perpetual current of thought ; 
it Is to be noted, that muscular movement takes 
place, in the strictest sense, spontaneously; or, 
shall we say, simultaneously with its cause ? 
The cause and effect are not divided by an interval 
of deliberation; there is no “determining to deter¬ 
mine,” nor “willing to will,” nor balancing of 
reasons. To such instances the metaphysical 
analysis of volition, as consisting of a series of 
mental operations, is utterly inapplicable. We 
derive the notion of such an analysis from a class of 
volitions essentially differing from animal agency; 
and it is a gross violation of the rules of science to 
extend it to cases with which it has no affinity. 

But the lower classes of the sentient system 
offer also to our observation (in its ruder forms, at 
least) that complex order of volitions which, in the 
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adult and cultured human subject, often supersedes 
those of a simple and elementary kind. Let us 
turn from the young horse a-field, to the old horse 
in the stable ; and we shall find in his behaviour, 
many instances of an agency which implies a 
mental process of inference ; or, the connecting of 
event with event, and a deduction of a motive 
therefrom; or, in other words, we shall find him 
reasoning to a certain extent; and acting in a 
manner which could never be accounted for on any 
of the principles already mentioned. The hackney 
who, times innumerable, has been saddled or 
collared, when he catches the footstep of his groom 
approaching the stable, awakes from the lethargy 
in which perhaps he had been standing in front of 
his rack: and if this lord of his destinies appears 
booted and spurred, and lays a hand upon the 
saddle and bridle, the provident animal, not 

rU r ln £ ^at led. fr° m his stall, to 

which lie may not soon return, begins, without 

loss of time, and with the utmost possible assiduity, 
to grind and swallow as large a stock of the 
material before him as his powers of mastication 
and deglutition will admit of. Now we must 
suppose, in this instance, a mental process in some 
degree complex, or ratiocinative, and one which 

iners essentially from that mere association of 

memory and perception which is shown when the 

same animal swerves from his track, and turns 

aside toward the inn where heretofore he has 
been stabled and fed. 

Yet is this faculty of mental combination verv 
limited in the horse; so much so, that (a few 
extraordinary instances excepted) * he scarcely at 

• See Note W. 
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all conforms himself reasonably to the new occasions 
that arise in the course of the service he renders 
to man. Let him but entangle his fore leg in the 
strap or chain of his head-stall, and he will either 
stand so shackled until he is lamed, or will plunge 
and kick until his strength is spent; although, if 
he were capable of calmly considering the nature 
of his embarrassment, he might, by the simplest 
movement, get himself free from all difficulty. 
The horse, therefore, must be cared for, as an 
infant, by his master; and under the circumstances 
of the artificial mode of life which he leads as the 
servant of man, thwarts his own real welfare in a 
hundred instances, because he cannot comprehend 
that connection of cause and effect on which it 
depends. He cannot compare, or simultaneously 
entertain different ideas ; or only in a very low 
degree. 

Nevertheless, the horse possesses enough ol 
intellectual faculty and sentiment to be dealt with 
advantageously, in the method of praise and blame, 
of punishment and reward ;* and he actually takes 
rank in the world of moral agents, inasmuch as he 
is sensible to emotions of shame and honour; and 
is capable also, in a small degree, of governing one 
impulse by another. A horse may, therefore, be 
managed by means which it would be utterly 
absurd to address to a hen, a goose, a pig, or an 
ass. The agency of one class of animals is found 
to differ from that of another, by all the amount 
of an additional clement. And it would be highly 
unphilosophical to reason concerning the two as if 
they were one and the same. And here the reader 
must again be reminded that, whether or not we 

* See Note X. 
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are able to push our analysis of these elements as 
ar as we might desire, we must concede the fact 
ot a diversity in the mental conformation of 
ditterent animals, giving to one species a much 
wider range of action than is occupied by another ; 

22,*? - ead 5’ while lle grants this fact, will 

it ly r, dl r e the a PP llca tion that may be made of 
it to the human race. 

0 fl e t .r end , m , an ^ de g recs on the scale of reason, 

otmoial sensibility, and of complex volition, when 
we turn from the horse to the dog. This intelli- 

fccide a nt d f fu VG ai i' mal> associatofl . n ot by mere 
accident with man, but made for his companion- 

said’ andnotu n worthily called his friend, ma V be 
° t \ aS a " nnomalous instance in “the 
She, ’ ? ent ; ent beings; inasmuch as, while in 
exists a m CS .[.Perhaps every other species) there 

1 ^ 1 \ t J I I 1 1 . ^ 1 . sensi- 

abK? ’ ° i thousand occasions, and very remark- 

apparatus b °T < i ind Z 10 • langu o{ . his mechanical 
animal - anrl I ls \ 111 this sense, a needy 

Ho could effn i 0 18 t n e ° uly 0nc so P ut t° difficulty. 

himself nnffv 4 ,nUC ! 1 mo .™ tllan he does, both for 
capable of a ol r ' last( jf. if his legs and paws were 
perhaps we dl '’ Crslty of movements : yet, 

animal over^i^h • rat ler to consider him as an 
poor in means ° * m SUnS °' than as an intelligence 
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A good test for discovering the elements of the 
mental conformation of any order of beings, is 
afforded, first, by the familiar and unquestionable 
facts of the educational treatment which common 
experience proves to be applicable to it; and then , 
by the emotions or sentiments which are excited 
in our minds by its qualities or dispositions. . In 
^this method we employ, as it were, a chemical 
agent for bringing to light a concealed ingredient. 
The dog is the subject of abundantly more educa¬ 
tion , and is the object of far more sentiment than 
the horse ; not arbitrarily or accidentally so ; but 
because he possesses more intellectual faculty, and 
more sensibility. Ilis senses are eminently acute , 
his memory is retentive and exact ; his passive 
power of acquiring habits is great ; and, to com¬ 
plete his mental endowments, he is able, in a 
considerable degree, to hold in combination more 
than two or three connected ideas; and among 
them to select the proper inference from the 
antecedents. Thus qualified, he remembers his 
master’s usages ; comprehends his master’s opera¬ 
tions ; and acts his part in accomplishing his 
master’s intentions. Then, as a moral being, he 
is susceptible of so lively and pertinacious an 
attachment to individuals; he has so much sense 
of duty and of honour; and is capable of so 
intense a wretchedness under the sense of ill 
conduct and merited displeasure-—that he becomes 
properly the object of correlative sentiments of 
affection, complacency, or displeasure, in the human 
mind. The dog, in virtue of his personal character, 
or his individual dispositions, is, apart from all 
sophistication or extravagance, regarded with feel¬ 
ings which it would be as unreasonable to restrain, 
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when so called forth, as to bestow in the same 
degree upon any other species of domestic animals. 

And yet the dog is limited in his range of mental 
faculty and of sensibility ; and, in comparing his 
powers with those of man, we discern the more 
clearly the foundation of that different treatment 
of which the higher nature is the subject ;—and 
discern, too, the ineffable absurdity of the meta-« 
physical doctrine which assumes the agency of 
men, of brutes, and of machines, to be one and 
the same thing. The dog, not endowed with that 
inexplicable faculty which prompts the beaver to 
construct for himself a hut; or the white ant to 
erect a cathedral of mud; or the rook to weave 
for his family an aerial tabernacle, has no rational 
power of attaining a similar result. If deprived 
of his comfortable kennel, he will nestle in a 
corner, or edge himself into a rick ; but never 
attempts (though loose materials of all sorts are 
lying about) to construct a house. He feels that 
a wall, or fence, or stack, gives him protection 
10m rain and wind ; but he does not separate this 
common quality of the wall, fence, or slack, from 
the particulars in which it is found ; or think of 
it abstractedly ; and therefore does not conceive of 
it as residing in a new combination of matter to 
be assembled by himself. Or, to exhibit the same 
limitation of faculty under another condition The 
hog may learn to take a penny to the shop, to 
deport it on the counter, and, with significant 
gestuie, to demand his roll. But the most labori- 
ous endeavours would, probably, fail to teach him 
qui y of the relation between two pence and 
two rolls, and three pence and three rolls. Nor, 
supposing that he had dropped one of the pieces 
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of money on the way, would he draw for himself 
the inference that he must, therefore , content him¬ 
self with one roll the less. And yet a very young 
child would perceive these relations, and deduce 
these inferences; or would, at least, understand 
r tliem instantaneously, or as by a flash of intelli¬ 
gence, when explained to him. ... r 

•The want, or, at least, the extreme limitation ot 
the power of abstraction, and of comparison of 
complex relations, affects in an essential manner, 
the moral constitution of these inferior species ; 
even of the most intelligent of them. And the 
possession of such powers gives to man his respon¬ 
sibility, invests him with the anxious prerogative 
of being master of his destinies; and, in a word, 
transfers him from the present to a future system 

of retributive treatment. 

But we must advance by degrees towards our 

conclusion. The more sensitive species of animals, 
especially the dog and the elephant, enter within 
the pale of the moral system, or stand at its 
threshold (just as, in virtue of their sagacity, they 
enter within the pale of the intellectual), by their 
susceptibility of elementary emotions, which place 
them, to a certain extent, in communication with 
man, and render them the objects, individually, 
of his moral sensibilities. And the parallelism 
between the intellectual and the moral difference 
between man and the brute holds entire. The 
dog and the elephant will do anything that comes 
within the range of association of ideas ; or of the 
simplest connections of cause and effect—but not 
more. And, in like manner, are they open to the 
keenest emotions of gratitude, shame, revenge. 
Yet do we soon touch the boundary of their moral 
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capacities. The elephant lias his direct emotions, 
and is retentive of them ; but he does not abstract 
the quality which has so strongly affected bin? 
from the act or person to which it belongs :—he 
is conscious of that difference in temper which 
distinguishes one of his keepers from another, and* 
treats them both accordingly ; but he forms no 
separate idea of goodness and malignity ; mi^h 
less compares such abstracted ideas with his own 
correlative emotions; and therefore he digests no 
complex notion of virtue and of vice. °As the 
inevitable consequence of this deficiency of faculty, 
neither the dog nor the elephant cogitates upon 
Ins own dispositions, or personal character; or 
ever institutes a mental comparison between his 
own behaviour or habitual temper, and any such 
notion of a moral quality. Therefore , neither doo- 
nor elephant condemns or dislikes himself; much 
ess conceives the abstract idea of a better disposi- 
ion as an object of desire: and, therefore, never 
a fempts the work of self-education, by repressing 
ill feelings, and favouring the better. 

Accordingly, a self-originated reformation of 
manners is never looked for from the brute. IIo 
may indeed be amended in his dispositions by 
external treatment ;—be may become more or less 
bland or tractable, in consequence of changes in 
bis constitution or diet; but he never changes in 
consequence of a mental process, brin<nn° two 

tho one t t q i all, i° S int ° conl P ar ' s °n, and”aHowing 

is hated b °i Ch0S m and flowed, while the other 

Ground * an< *- a f V 0 U i? d - lt; ashed on what 

structure * 1 f n / er , these deficiencies of internal 
shudure in the brute mind; we reply, that the 

internal defect may fairly be implied from the 
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absence of the proper outward results of the sup¬ 
posed faculty. In following even the most saga¬ 
cious animal through his movements in connection 
with new and artificial occasions, we catch hnn 
at fault, precisely for the want of the power o 
abstraction : the internal structure, though re¬ 
condite, is as good as laid bare in such instances , 
and rve cease to wonder, that a being so deficien 
should not provide for his welfare by artificial 

means. . , . 

And the very same deficiency necessitates ins 

moral condition ; and (knowing it) though we ee 
complacency or displacency towards the dog or the 
elephant, according to his dispositions, we neither 
assign to him the praise of virtue, m the one case, 
nor impute to him the blame of vice, m the other. 
The animal that does not observe proportions, nor 
use instruments, nor construct machines, docs not, 
for the same reason, turn or re-model his own 
characterdoes not, in any degree, educate him¬ 
self Virtue, vice, praise, blame, law, government, 
retribution, are proper conditions of the existence 
of a being, who, by his use of arbitrary sl 9 ™ s > ft 
his employment of complicated means, and by his 
conversions of the powers of nature to his particular 
advantage, makes it evident that he possesses a 
faculty which, in connection with his moral sen¬ 
sibilities , renders virtue, vice, praise, blame, law, 
o-overnment, retribution, the true correlatives of 

his nature. . 

The sophism which would sever virtue, vice, 

praise, blame, law, government, retribution, from 
the human nature, contains an absurdity ot pre¬ 
cisely the same degree as must belong to an argu¬ 
ment that would attach these conditions to the 
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brute. It were a whim of the same order, to look 
for arts and accomplishments among- tigers, ki^es, 
sharks, as not to look for them among men ; and 
it is nonsense of the same magnitude, to deny that 
the being who builds, plants, writes, and calculates, 
cannot work upon his own dispositions, or, in 
other words, is not blame-worthy ; as to affirm 
that tigers, kites, and sharks, might, if thfy so 
pleased, convert their natures, and become more 
amiable, and less rapacious, than hitherto thev 
have shown themselves. While instituting a phy¬ 
sical comparison of this sort, in what lio-ht we 

may ask, appears that abstract doctrine* which 
would measure men and worms by the same 
standard ? we may surely say, that though affirmed 
to be demonstrably certain as an abstraction, it 
is a nullity when brought into contact with the 
real world. The demonstrations of mathematical 

science when applied either to earth or heaven 

of tJ >tl llng9 ’ ? tK C rn eSP °" d t0 a11 i— 1 the one class 
of tiuths works glibly with the other; and we 

of n that’ h 1 an ° f deli n ht - the presence 

tru 1 * rrT’ Whl< f '? the test of universal 
iuth _ Lut when metaphysical abstractions, of 

unon tb n T d T’ are .attempted to be dovetailed 
upon the actual constitution of nature, the one set 

, 2 * ,he ° ,her “• “ d L ” u ‘ 
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intldWt C0 ^ Un °^ ^° n higher elements of 

ine-rerb* U f . mor ^l being with the common 
gredients of animal life, is beautifully developed 

* See Note Z. 
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to the eye that, with philosophical attention, 
observes the growth and expansion of the human 
mind from infancy to manhood. Nature, in pre¬ 
paring to bring upon the theatre of the world so 
r noble an agent as man, steps back, that she may 
take the bolder leap, and reach, a. higher stage. 
Man, throughout the period of his infancy, is, as 
an agent , below zero. Though launched as a 
separate being in the world, he is still an embryo , 
and exists only within the coil of maternal vigi¬ 
lance. It cannot be doubted that the perceptions 
of the human infant are more confused and illusory 
than those of the young of animals ; and probably 
amount to nothing more (during the first six or 
eight weeks) than vague sensations, conveying no 
knowledge of the external world. His instincts 
also are few, and less determinate than those of 
other new-born animals ; and his muscular power, 
far from being commensurate with his weight and 
bulk, is a mere element of action, which remains 
yet to be developed. But the development of this 
necessary power commences at once ; and seems 
to be effected bv the constitution of an immediate 
and invariable connection between the muscular 
excitability and every sensation that affects the 
conscious principle, whether arising from internal 
organs, or from impressions on the senses. The 
babe is, while waking, a machine of perpetual 
movement, in a greater or less degree ; and it is 
not difficult to trace the movement, in each 
instance, to some passing sensation. To affirm 
that such actions (if so they may be termed) have 
in them the conditions of agency as described by 
metaphysicians, were most preposterous. There is 
no volition , in any intelligible sense of the word ; 
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nothing but the simple fact of muscular contrac- 
ion, as an immediate sequence upon sensation.* 
113 primary element of agency holds a continued, 

when d ^ niSh r g ’ forCe ’ t0 the latcst P eriod > and 

tlin^tf her - ele T entS take the lcad 5 and it main-'* 
ns the animal activity in a way that rni^ht be 

STS 4 t0 the US \ of a fl y-' vhe el in a machine, 
hus at once are the muscles brought into pla*v 

an ? strengthened, and taught to obey 

instantaneously the mmd. The strivings of the 

arms and legs, the turning of the head, “he cries 

the sm, es, give to the little sclmlar his lesson,’ 

until fatigue prevails; and all the forces of the 

andX 86 r t 111 Up ° n the involll ntary muscles 
«xnu the secreting organs.* 

. ^ hc d } st ’nction commonly made between volun¬ 
ounded upon a real difference. But Xu t\Z 

process, consisting of successive naw ’ B l"?’^ 
to a false supposition; and suggests the belief that 

conducted 01 ^! 1 1°^ * ll . voluntal T° are effects of rapidly 

conducted deliberations and determinations are 

0rdera That complex process which 

even m /,c adult, takes place only on special occa-’ 
ions, when antagonist motives are in conflict _as 

ng^th d d ,Uial °' ln ° ral --i d cu-ations are vrest- 

Smakiih'toth'T pr °P i * 1 ' otiol > "'l.i.-l, nature 

*i.« il l,r farr. ,s ^ i i° 1 f o v b,h,8inB 

c*vidonr*P > we shall discern no 

evidence whatever of any such deliberative opera- 

• See Koto A A. 
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tion ; and, on the contrary, shall he led to think 
that the main business of infancy is the formation 
and cultivation of that habit of the animal system 
which places its movements in immediate contact 
with the sensations and emotions of the mind. 
This habit (to the formation of which the first two 
years of life are allotted) is the broad foundation 
** of agency, upon which is slowly to be reared the 
secondary habits, which may at length become 

principal and predominant. 

At a ver} r early period the agency of the infant 
is enriched and extended by the development of 
the two correlative emotions, which, in their mul¬ 
tiform combinations, are afterwards to constitute 
the moral life. Nature is eminently conservative 
in all her operations; and, in the instance of the 
human infant, is seen to make timely provision for 
its safety and comfort, in a double method. As 
soon as (indicated by the intelligent movement of 
the eye) external objects are discerned as such ,— 
as soon as the perceptions of touch and sight are 
well combined, and persons distinguished, evidence 
also is given that the sensation of animal enjoy¬ 
ment, and the elementary delectations of the senses 
of sight and hearing, pass out—or shall we say 
cluster—around that familiar object, and concomi¬ 
tant of all pleasure—the mother; and awaken an 
emotion, not to be analysed, of complacency, which, 
as afterward tutored and informed, assumes the 
name of love, and is the primary constituent of 
the moral life. It need not be said in what way 
the development of this emotion secures the well¬ 
being of the infant, so far as its wellbeing depends 
upon maternal vigilance. 

But this single conservative means does not 
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adequately meet all the occasions that arise in this 
world of perils. It is a universal truth, affirmed 
by the elegant Greek, that nature has given 
W'eapons to all her children ;— 

Averts KepaTa ravpoi s, &c. 

And he might have added—to the human infant 
smiles and cries. Not merely are pains and un- ^ 
easiness instantly and involuntarily made known 
by one of the most awakening and disturbing of all 
sounds, but an emotion is engendered which is the 
antagonist of the one already mentioned, and which, 
like that (though at a much later era),* attaches 
itself to particular external objects : and when so 
attached, is called resentment. This feeling, 
whatever ill consequences may result from its 
excess, is manifestly a conservative element of 

1 * iri actualI y operates to secure the habitual 
watchfulness of the nurse or mother, who is fain 
to prevent or divert its excesses. The intelligent 
mother (or which is the same thing) the affec¬ 
tionate and instinctively sage mother, uses her skill 
incessantly, as manager of the two elementary and 
antagonist principles of the moral life; and, by 
avoiding, as far as possible, to excite the irascible 
emotion, and by giving the fullest play to the 
loving principle, she strengthens the latter by all 
he force of habit, and deprives the former of the 

corresponding advantage. Thus the ends of nature 

are secured; though one of her means of preserva- 
n^^rnxlLf 8U r e^ • 8eded, 0r i8 coufined within the 

narrowest limits. 

That development of the reasoning faculty, and 
that power of complex thought, which are the 

• See Note B B. 
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grounds of intelligent and responsible agency, are 
not apparently developed, even in the lowest degree, 
until some time after the habits both of the animal 
and the moral life have become firmly settled. 

Mobility, elasticity, promptitude, as the con¬ 
ditions of muscular action, and the custom of the 
mental operations, get the start of the deliberative 
faculties ; and so possess themselves by usage of 
the physical and intellectual being, that they hold 
through life their priority ; and, whatever power 
reason may at length acquire, man acts ten 
thousand times in the simple, elementary, or spon¬ 
taneous manner which he learns in infancy, for 
once that he acts in the manner which meta¬ 
physicians describe when they analyse the process 

of volition.* 

It is not until the power of locomotion has put 
the little pupil of nature in trust, to a certain 
extent, with his own preservation, and when as 
its consequence, he is brought hourly into new 
circumstances, that the first unquestionable devel¬ 
opment of reason may be observed. By this time 
usual sequences of events begin to fix themselves 
connectively in the memory and give birth to the 
expectation of like results from like antecedents. 
Then follows (aided by the imitative principle, to 
a greater extent than perhaps we imagine) the 
employment of means for the attainment of an 
end : —and the occasions which give exercise to 
this incipient work of reason are presenting them¬ 
selves every moment. About the same era, the 
growing use of language, and especially of its 
adjectives, generates and favours the process of 
abstraction; and the sounds good, nice , pleasant , 

* Dee Note C C. 
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smet fine, light, dark, white, red, green, blue, hard, 
fioft, high, low, 8f c., so fix themselves in the memory 
in connection with qualities, as to admit of sejunction 
Irom their concretes; and are all, with many others 
very soon actually employed by the tiny meta¬ 
physician, in a manner which makes it unquestion¬ 
able that the mental machine is fast getting all its 
wheels, one after another, into movement.* 

. would be curious and entertaining, if not 
instructive, to trace, by a series of exact obser¬ 
vations, the influence of language (and other signs) 
m eliciting or hastening that last expansion of the 
mind which imparts to it a deliberative power- 
or which constitutes man a voluntary agent in the 
higher sense of the term; and which, in its matured 
state, carries him to an immeasurable distance 
beyond the inferior species of sentient beings 
Daily, hourly, occasions arise in that world of com- 
menccmcnts—the nursery, whereon the hasty strides 
of desire are arrested by maternal vigilance and 
other motives placed before the mind; and antago¬ 
nist considerations urged upon its attention 
Here begins the process of complex volition -—at 
the moment of its commencement the being sets 
foot upon a course that has no limit, is translated 
from the lower world of animal life, mto the higher 

sphere o f rational and moral existence;—is intro 
duced to the community of responsible agents- and 

t.t,. up h„ heirslup „f iutemm.bS.u'n “ 

mg this hitherto dormant faculty £“£7 
aroused, and hr some degree .SugfhtSl™" 

, (or *“«?“«»»). also iu. k 

mto exercise, and continues through life to do so; 

* See Note D D. 
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except in instances in which such associations are 
obliterated, or superseded by long habits of vicious 
indulgence. The condition of the ascustomed 
sensualist is, in the view of science, a true infancy 
of the mind. Many accidents, also, bring such of 
the desires as are purely sensual or selfish into 
opposition, rendering the gratification of the one 
incompatible with that of the other:—the two 
stand in conflict for a moment, or more: and 
whether the final decision be better or worse, the 
mind is by the mere contestation exercising its 
faculty of complex thought; and not improbably 
admits, during the moments of hesitation, many 
other considerations of a prudential or moral kind, 
which, even if they Jo not prevail, enlarge the 
power of mental comprehension and comparison. 

From this time forward (and according to the 
excellence or deficiency of the moral education he 
receives), the human infant acts in a considerable 
proportion of instances deliberatively. As a con¬ 
sequence of this new mode of agency, the association 
or suggestion of ideas becomes so modified (especi¬ 
ally where education does its work efficiently), as 
that it obeys, to a great extent, the law of real or 
rational connection , in the place of that of mere 
juxta-position ; and brings forward, like a faithful 
and intelligent minister, those considerations or 
emotions which properly belong to the immediate 
occasion. This expansion of the mind makes itself 
apparent, though somewhat later, by the develop¬ 
ment of the inventive faculty; and the little 
mechanician, soon after the time when he has taken 
rank among responsible agents, is seen, by the 
exercise of the very same faculties of abstraction 

* See Note E E. 
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and of complex thought, to form conceptions of 
an end or design, and to select, from among the 
stores of suggestion, the fittest means for its attain¬ 
ment. These^ nearly simultaneous phenomena 
eserves especial attention, as they illustrate each 
° her; and, if duly considered in conjunction, 
wouid dissipate much of the obscurity which meta¬ 
physical science has shed over the physiology of 

We should here notice that change in the 
sentiments of those around it, which insensibly 
accompanies the development, as already described 
ot the infant mind. Even before it has taken 
place, the infant has made himself the object of 
tondness and complacency, or of displacency, in 
various degrees, according to his permanent dis¬ 
positions or individual character; and before he is 

wUht T appl ? Ud€d ’ i8 , lo 1 ved - or ^ss, not only 
w h theTrUt P nCral benevolence , and not only 

but w instinctive parental yearning of the heart; 

or hesusceptUnhty^ the subject of it) if related 

hbW n q ^ 8 ° f the ^ ect as directly and infal- 
b L a h<3 me / cur y o f the thermometer is related 
temperature about it. It is of no avail for 
nietaphy sician8 to demonstrate that such correlative 
feelings are unreasonable, unjust, and absurd the 

mgrediS 8 off * ^ “♦ inse P arable and universal 

ontiiTcd to Uma ?u n . t. rC; and thinks himself 
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ing that world to horrible confusion. But happily 
there is no danger of any such prevalence of 
sophistical philosophy as should unhinge the course 
of nature. A very few minds excepted, and these 
already diseased—it will remain true, that gentle¬ 
ness, meekness, candour, kindness, will excite 
affection; while irascibility, sullenness, obstinacy, 
r- and malignant acerbity, will as certainly draw to¬ 
wards the subject of them dislike and repugnance. 

This happens, we say, before the era of the un¬ 
questionable development of the power of self- 
government, and before the child is properly 
deemed praiseworthy or blamable, or amenable to 
law. But after this important change has mani¬ 
festly taken place, a corresponding change is 
insensibly effected in the conduct and sentiments 
of those around him. 

In the first place, his •particular actions are 
approved or blamed, on the tacit principle that, 
now , by the expansion of his faculties, it has 
become the law of his mental operations, that, in 
the moment of action, the several antagonist 
motives that should influence action, were, with 
more or less distinctness, presented to the mind, 
in consequence of previously formed associations. 
The agent, therefore, is deemed to have made his 
choice, for the better or the worse, from among 
alternatives; and it were to degrade him from 
the rank to which he has attained, to suppose that, 
like the inferior orders of the animal world, he did 
but obev a single impulse , or sensation. 

This is not all:—the agent is supposed to have 
made his choice, for the better or the worse, in 
this particular instance, according to his habitual 
dispositions ; and the action is approved or blamed. 
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not only as an insulated fact, but as an indication 
of character. And then, again, this character is the 
object, not only of complacency or of displaccncy, 
but of approval or of blame. The character is 
approved or blamed on the very same tacit prin- 
mple (differentiy applied, and further extended) 
which is the ground of the approval or blame of 
particular actions, namely, that the now expanded 
faculty of the agent enables him, at once, to form 
abstract notions of moral qualities—to compare 
such notions with the sentiments they excite in 
his own mind, and in the minds of others—to 
institute comparisons between his own dispositions 
and the dispositions which he admires or condemns 
in others; and, finally, to make his dispositions 
the subject of a process of self-education. 

That so much as this is supposed, and is pre- 
sumed to be true, by mankind generally, and is 

tlmtWM W U T Crsal ex Penence, is shown by 

Sew^f ° d r m f nt thut i8 ad °P ted with 

both of iTi " i he 1 COnduct and ^positions, 
both of children and adults. First, rewards and 

punishments are employed for insuring right 

determinations in particular instances of conduct. 

fact i n th c Stren S th of the well-known 

fact, that the law of association will, on the next 

occasion, present to the mind of the agent the 

consideration of good or ill consequence to result 

to himself, as the fruit of his behaviour ; “nd th s 

consideration may actually avail (as often in fact 

SSTKE— toalt ): mpt t0 amend the dispo- 
J } character by an external manage- 

and nfissinn« XC1 causes of the various emotions, 

P , and appetites. This mariajerrient 
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constitutes a great and most important part of the 
business of education; and should also receive 
much more attention than hitherto it has done, 
from legislators, and public instructors, and 
guardians of the people.* 

These two methods are applicable, as we have 
before said, in an inferior degree, even to animals 
r —to the horse, the dog, the elephant. But the 
third method of treatment is exclusively proper to 
human nature ; and its propriety rests upon the 
fact, that the human mind includes an element of 
action not granted to the brute. It is, we say, 
common to endeavour to awaken in the mind the 
desire of amending or reforming itself—that is, 
its habits and settled dispositions. This attempt 
differs from the second method, or the management 
of dispositions by external means ; and it proceeds 
upon the known and familiar fact, that an intro¬ 
verted effort of the mind does actually, and often, 
and. under a great variety of circumstances, take 
place. We are not obliged to show how these 
facts consist with certain metaphysical principles, 
or with certain theological doctrines : it is enough 
that we know them to be recorded, passim , on all 
pages of the history of man ; and that they belong 
to his physiology. By all means, let the mental 
process be analysed, if it be possible to do so: but 
if not, it nevertheless stands among things known 
and acknowledged by all mankind.f 

It is, we say, known to be the usage of the 
human mind, to make its own acts and dispositions 
the subject of its meditations, and that these medi¬ 
tations enkindle emotions of the same kind with 
those excited by the view of similar acts and dis- 

* See Note F F. f See Note G G. 
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positions in other men—and that to these generic 
emotions is superadded a specific feeling, more 
intense than the first, and which borrows its force 
from the principle of self-love, and takes its quality 
nom that of the contemplated act or disposition, 
becoming either complacent or displacent: in the 
latter case bringing with it emotions of shame, 
tear, and remorse. It is, moreover, proper to the' 
human mind to conceive abstractedly of a mode of 
action, or a style of character, better than its own ; 
and to assume that conception as a permanent 
object of desire. In consequence of such a desire, 
a tendency towards it, more or less strong and 
uniform, takes place. In this manner, amend¬ 
ments, reformations, and even complete revolutions 
ot character, are every day occurring in the human 
system. It should here be stated, that those 
deteriorations of character, which are also con- 

aboTt L 8 ° lng ° n m *}? 8amC S >' Stem > do not c °™ 
t) by n°T Sp0ndlng P roccss of the mind, or 
s the result of a conception of vicious qualities, 

and a consequent pursuit of them ; but arise simply 

om the unresisted progress of sensual or malig- 

n^t passmns, which by indulgence, become at 
length paramount habits. 

If it were demanded to analyse more strictly 
the hrst movements of this mental process of self- 

meThodTo t lt T° uId Secm the most auspicious 
methdd to turn from the moral operation, which has 

the cnrr el ° pe r ln ™y s V, fication8 5 and to examine 

the lntellectual operation, wherein 

tlie mind holds to a certain abstract quality, 

'1 not ^ ,thst anding a thousand disturbing 

1 , ( ' 9 ’ lrou gh a long and intricate series of 
relations, and actually attains its ultimate concep- 
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tion. It is in such operations that the human 
mind displays its vast superiority to the most 
sagacious of the brute tribes, and proves that it 
can soar with a steady wing far above the region 
of mere animal impulses, of accidental associations, 
and of all determining causes, except such as lead 
it toward the high ground of unchanging Truth. 
<Nbw this intellectual operation runs parallel with 
the moral operation of self-education ; and the one 
may be taken to illustrate or explain the other. * 
Whether this distinguishing faculty which 
divides man from his fellow-sentient beings by an 
immense interval, must be regarded as inscrutable 

_like the ultimate properties of matter; or whether 

(as is probable) it admits of being separated into 
its components, is not highly important , even to 
physiology; and is scarcely, in the remotest 
manner, significant to morals or religion; since 
the fact of its existence is familiarly known; and 
this fact is enough for all practical purposes. The 
simple and intelligible interests of ethics and 
theology have no more connection with such a 
scientific analysis, than have the labours of the 
mechanician with an explanation (could it be 
given) of the law of gravity. 

It can hardly be necessary to state the well- 
known fact, that this power of introverted action, 
which, by emphasis, may be termed, the excellence 
of human nature, is liable to lie absolutely dormant, 
for want of excitement;—just as the fellow-faculty 
of abstraction also lies dormant, or nearly so, 
among barbarous tribes; and, moreover, that it is 
exposed to much damage, and may at length be 
quite enfeebled, by a course of vicious indulgences. 

• See Note H EL 
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Man, we say, may either lie inert, beneath the level 
of his proper destiny; or, which is a more melan¬ 
choly case he may fall below that level: he may 
revert to the moral imbecility of infancy; he may 

an ab yss. where he grovels hopelessly, 
and is less estimable than the brute; nay, must be 

content to share sentiments of loathing with the 

mislr W hy * na ' condition this of necessity <• 
-miserabie ruin and decay of the noblest struc- 

It should also be remembered, that, apart from 

of y hu h mnn glC f pn ? ciple8 ’ if the actual condition 

t human nature be contemplated purely as a 
matter of physical science, it must beadmrtted to 
have sustained from whatever cause, a miver^l 

rXiSL “h? w Bl “ r f T““ 

W«k invariably, ort^n^otW; 

borne, defei* Td doMroyid" or ftey Te "If 
lutely dormant- wbil^ , t e J lle ab so- 

com >^uud 1 may^deriTo^ ^from ^the 

empanson a confirmation of our religious belief 

XI “ “ not p erti “”‘ *°»£ taiSS; 

i 5 nd no 7’ if we must indeed brino- those ill- 

bea^upon the Y 0T ^ s>lif)ert t/ and necessity, to 

that Tnroi?^T l0g ^ 0f the Sentient worlcl, all 

very few w nr /l ° t* 8aid ma ^ com P r i 8e( i in a 
vury lew words. It IS .Li • 


very. f„ word* It i? 

om mechanical and chemical to anima 

• Si*o Note I t 
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agencies, we are not passing from infallible to 
fallible sequences, nor from causation to contin¬ 
gency, nor from necessity to liberty (as the opposite 
of necessity). The transition is of altogether 
another sort; namely, from a less complex system 
of causation, to one that is more so. But the one 
system is as truly causal as the other,—or else 
Neither is at all so: both are necessary, or neither 
is necessary ; both contingent or neither. If the 
one system may be foreknown, so may the other— 
or neither:—if there be any fortuity in the universe, 
the universe is a chaotic mass of fortuities. Never¬ 
theless, the distinction of more or less complex , is 
an important one. The course of a bullet propelled 
by gunpowder from a musket, may readily, and 
with great precision, be calculated, for it is deter¬ 
mined by a few known powers and laws. And so 
is the course of a bullet that is violently shaken in 
a canister: indeed, in this instance, there is a 
power or two the less to be included in the calcula¬ 
tion. But, who would attempt to forecast the 
thousand successive reverberations of the ball from 
the sides of the canister, even though it were 
agitated in the most exact and regular manner ; 
much less if it were shaken by the hand ? Yet is 
that track, though not to be calculated by human 
faculties, as strictly the consequence of the. com¬ 
bined laws of impulse and gravitation, as is the 
course of a bullet shot from a gun ; and if the one 
may be calculated by human intelligence, the other 
might also be foreknown by super-human facul¬ 
ties. Every one is aware that the application of 
the word chance to the course of the ball in the 
canister, is a mere colloquial impropriety. 

The complexity of causes is vastly increased 
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when we turn to the animal world ;—so increased, 
that all human calculation is utterly set at de¬ 
fiance. Even if we knew all the external circum¬ 
stances of an animal, at a given moment, and all 
his sensations of a physical kind, we could not 
know the succession of mental estates which 
each moment combines itself with the passing im¬ 
pressions and desires: nor, if we did know thi? 
also, could we calculate those combinations. We 
therefore can merely forecast probabilities , in re¬ 
gard to the movements of animals ; but can never 
set a foot upon the solid ground of certainty. A 
calculation of causes so many and so intricate, 
must be assigned to an intelligence immensely 
greater than that of man. Every new power that 
is admitted into a complex machinery, tends, of 
course, to multiply the variations of its move¬ 
ments ; and so to render a calculation of those 
movements more voluminous or difficult; yet not 

to render them at all less causal , or more for¬ 
tuitous. 


But this general principle is open to an important 
exception; to wit, if the new and superadded 
power be of a paramount or commanding sort, it 
will simplify the movements, rather than compli¬ 
cate them, and bring them more within the rano-e 
ot calculation : instances may easily be adduced 
n which the agencies of higher and more complex 

tw eS f ' ATe t ar I 1 n0re 6im P le and invariable than 
® 1 “[ e . nor beln gs- An example or two will 
, 6 18 statement. The mental machinery 

° f a k C0I Jtain8 more movements, is more 
comp ex, han that of the infant: new faculties 
lave come into play; the materials of intellectual 
action have been vastly augmented; and many 
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susceptibilities have been quickened, which are 
r dormant or non-existent in the infant. But the 
mere combination of internal and external im¬ 
pressions renders the agency of the infant abso¬ 
lutely incalculable (to the human mind) ; whereas 
the agency of the adult, though open to a hundred 
times”more influences, is often simplified by the 
"predominance of some one or two of its powers. 
As, for instance, a vehement animal desire, or a 
ruling mental passion, long indulged, sets through 
the soul like an impetuous current, and gives a 
high degree of uniformity to the conduct. Or a 
similar uniformity and simplification may result 
from the predominance of virtuous emotions. Or, 
again—and this is an instance of the most signifi¬ 
cance—that very expansion of the intellectual 
faculties which imparts the greatest organic com¬ 
plexity to the machine, does, at the same time, 
when it reaches its perfection, restore (if we may 
so speak) to the operations of the mind the most 
absolute simplicity. Truth is one ; and it is the 
glory and perfection of the intellectual nature to 
perceive that oneness : and in proportion as truth 
is so perceived, and embraced, and delighted in, 
the agencv of the being will become more simple, 
and calculable, and will lose its character of vari¬ 
ableness. The same is true of the perfection of 
moral faculties ; and it may, as a general prmcip e, 
be affirmed, that perfection in all orders, and oi 
all kinds, tends, with equal steps, towards sim¬ 
plicity, uniformity, and constancy. # . 

And yet what, it may be asked, is gamed by 
applying to this simplicity or constancy, which is 
the character of perfection, the term necessity r 
There is a sense, unquestionably, in which it may 
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be so applied; but it must be called one of the 
most infelicitous, and ill-omened of all pedantic 
perversions so to do. We gain, it is true, the 
poetical conception of an awful, invisible goddess, 
stern in feature, inflexible in temper, and im¬ 
placably despotic, who rules the universe, and who 
vouchsafes no other reply to supplicants, than the 
monotonous response—“ Whatever is, must be.” 
Apart from this poetry of metaphysics, nothing is 
more simple than the certain connection between 
perfect intelligence, and the perception of a truth 
presented to it. Who would wish to he endowed 
with a. freedom from this sort of necessity ? To 
whom is this kind of despotism galling, or intol¬ 
erable ? To none, surely, but to madmen and fools. 
-Nor .can any but the debauched covet that other 
species of liberty which excuses from the moral 
necessity of taking always the road of virtue. To 

and b ?n n f d thlS neCesdf y is the true liberty ; 
nfIni iw' ? We , a PP roach to the high ground 

n« m S v Ua an - d m0ral P erfection > liberty and 
necessity merge in one and the same condition • 

whL b ° 18 I V m ° 8t BOb i y free> whose rea80n a °d 

whose volitions are the most invariable and 
uniform; or, to use an improper term, are the 
most imperatively necessary. 

Whoever revolts from this union, and would 

nns r -li rath c 1 a m ° de ° f a & en °y as removed 
sequencv Z . and ^m calculable 

should look for it, not in the heavens, but uZ’ 
earth and among the most infirm of its tribes 
He should put off the man, and revert to infancy 

and folly. There he will find a liberty to follow 
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the ten thousand paths of error, instead of the 
r one path of truth ; and there he may surrender 
himself to a course so capricious, so broken, and so 
tortuous, that his wanderings must defy the power 
e of any intelligence short of the Supreme, to cal¬ 
culate their terminations. . 

Nothing, one would think, ought to be wishe 
* for by any order of beings, but that its mechanism 
should be so constructed as to secure (in the 
ordinary course of things) its welfare. It is y 
such a well-ordered construction of parts and. 
functions, that the preservation and reproduction 
of the animal tribes are actually secured: their 
machinery, while it obeys the great laws of matter 
and mind, accomplishes the beneficent intention 
of the Creator; and each individual enjoys his 
hour of physical good. The wellbeing of man is in 
the same manner provided for, in the constitution 
of his more complex nature ; and so long as all 
the parts of this constitution perform their func- * 
tions, all is well. Damage and ruin arise from the 
inaction or decay of some of the parts. The actual 
existence of this damage is precisely that point of 
physical science at which it is intersected by 
theology , and where the former must ask light 

and aid from the latter. . 

For a moment, let it be inquired, what advantage 
a sentient and intelligent being could derive from 
an absolute emancipation from causation, or from 
the certain sequency of effects P The very notion 
of a real contingency, in this sense, is inadmissible 
in philosophy. But let it be granted, as a thing 
conceivable. Ought not, then, this freedom from 
causation to be termed rather a necessity of the 
most dire and formidable sort ? and he whose 
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prerogative it should be, would become an object 
of as much pity as the wretch who lives in the 
grasp and keeping of a madman. This power or 
prerogative of contingency, by the hypothesis , 
obeys no motive; adheres to no connection of 
truth with truth ; is not to be calculated upon, or 
foreknown; is not governed by relationship to 
any actual existence, or abstract principle. But 
it is manifest that, to an intelligent being, whose 
welfare is committed to himself, and who provides 
for that welfare by calculating upon the known 
order of nature , the liability to contingency, 
whether in the external or internal system, must 
he a pure curse, by deranging every provision 
and thwarting every purpose. A liability to 

j i . i « . more fearful 

than the liability to sudden contingency. The 

unhappy being, so privileged to live beyond the 

cirele of nature and so distinguished as an outlaw 

rorn the orderly system of causation, would be 

justified in making for himself such an apology as 

J*.!® ' Whenever, and as long as my conduct is 
governed by reasons and motives, I cheerfully 
consent to be treated as a responsible agent; and 
am willing to receive the due consequences of mv 

the fiT' f 15ut . not 80 ln those dar k moments when 

me t°vfee 0n n gCnC {i (,ny fatal S loi T) comes upon 
ue . then, and in those portentous moments T 

?™h“ ° n n /S T'T’ "*—*>»* ™ EiJ 

tner and thither, by a power in the last decree 

capricious, whose freakish movements neitLr men 

Fainwouid n i r ^ 0 ™ ni8C !f nt ^nisclf can foresee. 
Iain would I surrender this fatal freedom and 

take my place among those who enjoy theTe’nefits 

of the laws of nature and reason ; but it is the un 
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alienable condition of my existence to be governed 
by a power more stern and inexorable than Fate 
herself. Alas ! Contingency is mistress of my 
destinies.” 

If it be no excellence, no advantage, to be liable 
to contingency, in the matter of volition, it may, 
on the other side, be asked, if intelligent agents 
are deprived of any conceivable advantage, or are 
necessitated in the sense of confinement or restraint , 
by being placed in a state of inseparable con¬ 
nection with a settled order of events in the worlds 
of matter and mind ?—The reply of common 
sense is, that this connection is the very ground 
of their safety and happiness ; and that to dissolve 
it, were to render reason useless, and ruin inevit¬ 
able. And if common sense thus responds to the 
question, physical science corroborates the same 
conclusion, by developing in detail those occult 
correspondences between the structure of animals 
and the great laws—mechanical and chemical—of 
the material world, which give sc much evidence 
at once of the wisdom and beneficence of the 

Creator.* 

But the fatalist (we mean the 
fatalist; and his opponent also—t.l 
contingent free will, concur in affirming that this 
alleged connection of the intellectual and moral 
system with the fixed laws of the worlds of mind 
and matter, actually removes from virtue and vice 
all their substance, and renders these terms the 
representatives of a mere illusion “ Where there 
is causation” says the philosophic defender of 
Arminian theology, “ there can be neither praise 
nor blame, virtue nor vice. But virtue and vice 

• See Note K K. 
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must be affirmed, and therefore human volition is 
free from causation.” “ Where there is causation” 
says the philosophic fatalist,* “ there is neither 
praise nor blame, neither virtue nor vice. But 
there is causation in human volitions; and there¬ 
fore virtue and vice are empty names.” Thus 
reason the extreme parties in this controvers) r . 

Now, the physiologist might well content himself 
with spurning, unrefuted, the premises and con¬ 
clusions of both parties. It is enough for him 
that he finds, belonging to human nature—human 
nature as compared with that of inferior classes— 
certain emotions, and modes of feeling and acting, 
which, as they are specific and broadly dis¬ 
tinguished from all others, must not be con¬ 
founded, or lost sight of; and must therefore have 
names to themselves, and if the words virtue , good- 
ncsSy mcnt, &c, are taken from his nomenclature, 
he must instantly invent new terms to stand in 
their places; but as well retain the old ones. 
Moreover, lie finds that the qualities so designated 
subserve the most important and indispensable 
purposes in the constitution of the human system ; 
and he would therefore, without infringing upon 
the duties of either moralist or theologian, reject, 
as a pestilent sophism, any theory which should 

tend to lessen the intensity of such salutary 
powers. 

But the philosophical fatalist might be asked— 
If virtue and vice are not virtue and vice, what 
are they? lie replies—“ Virtue is (jood fortune ; 
vice, bad fortune.” We will then apply this 
method of resolving an illusory notion into its 
proper nihility, to another case of a parallel kind; 

&co Diderot, as quoted above, pp xxxv. xxxvl 
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and then judge of its soundness. While intent 
upon another object, the attention of Newton was 
suddenly attracted by a phenomenon which led 
him at length to the principle of the different 
refrangibility of the several elements of light. 
This was good fortune; but he laboriously pur¬ 
sued the casual suggestion, and after a long course 
of experiments and calculations, gave to the world 
the true science of optics. And this ultimate 
success, also, may be called good fortune. For 
must we not admit the original vastness of his 
understanding to have been good fortune; an 
was not that mental character, or intellectual 
temper, good fortune, which made the attainment 
of scientific truth the paramount desire of his 
nature; and were not his external advantages ot 
leisure and education also good fortune P and so 
was that physical wellbeing which allowed him to 
carry on his researches, until they reached their 

happy issue. 

Now, if the philosophic fatalist means no more 
by his queer use of the term good fortune, in such 
an instance, than, by a pious conceit, to preach us 
a lesson in theology ; and by a quirk to induce us, 
unawares, to trace “ every good gift, and every 
perfect gift” to Him from whom all excellence 
descends! we can make no objection to his inten¬ 
tion; but must protest against the method he 
adopts, which is puerile, affected, and circuitous. 

But the sophist in question would, we are sure, 
indignantly spurn the imputation of couching a 
religious meaning under his quibble. Does he, 
then, intend by it to hide Irom the notice of uaan- 
kind all those mental qualities—all that intelli¬ 
gence and perspicacity, and that activity, con- 
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stancy, fortitude, and consistency, which inter¬ 
vened, as causes , between the first for tunate hint, 
and the ultimate establishment of the theory of 
light and colours ? By applying the term yooil 
fortune, both to the accidental suggestion, and to 
the laborious workings of the mind upon it, does 
if insinuate that the difference between 

the one and the other is a mere nothing—a shade, 
which should be disregarded? In this case we 
ask why, or for what imaginable purpose, should 
we so confound things immensely different, and 
between which even the rudest mind discerns an 
infinite disparity ? We beg leave of the sophist 
to adhere to the usages of common sense, and 
shall always, in future, as heretofore, call intelli¬ 
gence intelligence; labour labour; and good luck 
(jood luck. 


But further, if it were really conceivable that 
so whimsical a use of the word good fortune should 
gain general credit, so as at length to dismiss 
rom the recollections of men the difference be¬ 
tween mere luck, or the accidental possession of 
an advantage and the attainment of advantages 
by labour, skill, and perseverance; then it would 
immediately operate (and especially upon inferior 
minds) not merely to confound things distinguish¬ 
able, but to destroy the very qualities that are the 
objects of the distinction. The sophism, we say 
if really assented to, would debilitate those motives 

Z T 8 PJ in e 8 of actioi b and would lead 
mankind back from the state of civilisation 

wherein many more advantages are received from 

labour than from luck, to the savage state; 
wherein the few advantages that are actually 
enjoyed spring more from luck than from labour. 
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But can any such retrogressive movement be the 
work of true philosophy ? Far from it! It is 
philosophy that has led mankind forward from 
the savage to the civilised condition; and what¬ 
ever would arrest him in his course, or beat him 
back, is not philosophy. 

If, then, it be a pedantic whim, and a whim of 
mischievous tendency, to apply both to an acci¬ 
dental benefit, and to a benefit acquired after long 
and laborious efforts, the same term—good for¬ 
tune; it is also a pedantic and a mischievous 
whim to call virtue good fortune; for virtue is 
not an accidental boon, thrown in a man s path, 
and with which he has nothing to do but to pick 
it up: it is the result of a long-continued and 
laborious process, wherein the mind works upon 
and among its emotions, its desires, and its pro¬ 
pensities. But, then, the pedantry in this case : 
carries with it a real and efficacious power of 
mischief; inasmuch as the difficulty of attaining 
virtue consists, greatly, in that very laxity of 
spirit which the sophism tends to increase; and, 
on the other hand, it cherishes, favours, and en¬ 
hances those specific illusions which hover around 
all vicious habits of the mind. Vice, of every 
kind, is, to the spirit, an inebriety , having both 
its season of delirium, and its season ot lethargy. 
Now, if the vicious subject be taught that his 
sensuality and his crimes are simply ill fortune, 
his delirium will be heightened by desperation; 
and his lethargy deepened by the removal of all 

sense of remorse. 

This doctrine, then, of the philosophical fatalist, 
which, if applied to the intellect, would lead man¬ 
kind to barbarism; does, by a parallel process , 
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when applied to the conscience, lead him into the 
abyss of brutal debauchery and of ferocity. Shall 
we then admit, or shall we discard it ? 


SECTION VI. 

It now only remains—and this part of our task w 
may soon be dismissed—to consider the question 
of liberty and necessity, as belonging to meta¬ 
physical science. 

There lies before us a long series, or chain of 
prolate spheroids, linked together by a copula , 
and marked in pairs,—a, b; a, 6, &c. Now, a 
philosopher of a certain school comes up, and 
lectures upon the series in the following man¬ 
ner :— ° 

You have always seen these spheroids arranged 
in this precise order; and your mind lias acquired, 
as a habit, the belief (a pardonable prejudice) that 
they are inseparably or necessarily connected in 
this order, and could exist in no other. And in 
consequence of this habit, you have arbitrarily 
lettered them in pairs a, b y &c., and furthermore 
have called a f cause, and b, effect: and then have 
formed to yourself a certain groundless and inex¬ 
plicable notion, to which you give the name 
power; and you say that a has a power to produce 
by and so on. 13ut all this is a tissue of illusions. 
You really know nothing beyond the fact of the 
actual conjunction, or juxta-position, or uniform 
sequency ot a and b; and your word power stands 
for nothing but an abstraction, that has grown, 

we hardly know how, out of this habit of your 
mind.” 
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How satisfactory is this exposure of an old and 
firm prejudice! Who shall dare in future to 
attach to the words cause and effect any other 
sense than that of an often-observed connection P 
Or who shall venture, henceforward, to deduce an 
inference from the exploded doctrine of causation, 
in favour of the existence of a first cause, or 
r creative power ? 

Nevertheless, unwilling to part so easily with 
an ancient belief, and so promptly to dissolve an 
inveterate habit of the mind, we look again to the 
spheroids before us; turn them about, examine 
them on all sides, and endeavour, if possible, to 
discover if there be not a real , as well as an 
accidental, connection between a and b. At length 
we find that some of them may be broken open, 
and their contents exposed; and it appears, on 
examining the interior of the pair, marked a and 
b y or cause and effect , that the spheroid a contains 
a series of figures, as thus— 

4 + 8 x 2 — 6+2 

Within the spheroid marked b is found another 
series— 

8x10 + 10+10 

Now, removing the spheroidal envelope, and 
retaining only the contents and the copula , a and 
b stand thus— 

4+8x2—6+2 =8x10 + 10+10 

That is to say, we are simply presented with an 
equation; or the same quantity described in two 
forms, and connected by a sign which indicates 
their equivalence, and their indissoluble con¬ 
nection; a connection, not indeed of power , but of 
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relation , and a connection so absolute and real, 
that to receive a , and to reject as its equivalent, 
would be a conspicuous absurdity. 

Encouraged by this instance of success, we pro¬ 
ceed with our analysis, and taking up at hazard, 
from different parts of the series, several pairs of 
spheroids, we find that, in every instance in 
which, by force or patient assiduity, we can break • 
the shell, the contents consist of some such equa¬ 
tion as was discovered in the first. We have, there¬ 
fore, to a certain extent, refuted our philosophic 
reprover, who told us that these connected bodies 
were linked only by juxta-position; for we have as¬ 
certained that same of them, at least, are wedded 
by a real and indestructible relationship. But 
then there remain (and it is no small number) 
the infrangible spheroids. What shall be said 
concerning them ? Nothing conclusive ; but our 
philosopher is now deprived absolutely of the 
force of his specious argument: for it is not true 
as he affirmed, that the connection of the spheroids 
was nothing but a sequency which might have 
assumed any other order than the one it actually 
observed. If, on the faith of his word, we had 
disturbed the order, and then analysed them, 
nothing would have appeared but confusion. And 
if, in regard to the unanalysed bodies, he is free to 
surmise that they are not linked by a real con- 
nectmn ; we are equally free to suppose that a true 
and abiding bond ties them one to the other. 

We are free to suppose this;—and should in 
fact use our freedom so far as to entertain the 
hypothesis -an hypothesis which can never be 
refuted, until all the spheroids are actually ana¬ 
lysed—that same of these that defy our curiosity 



CV1 


INTRODUCTORY ESSAY. 


Sect. VI. 


contain, like those we have opened, equations; 
and that the residue are joined by an efficient con¬ 
nection ; or, in other words, that a is a power , 
properly so called ; and that b is its effect. 

The reader who is familiar with the controversy 
on the relation of cause and effect, will readily 
make the intended use of the above illustration. 
r As the question concerning human agency has 
been confused and embarrassed by considering 
volition as one and the same thing in all sentient 
beings, and in all instances ; whereas it differs by 
essential elements in different cases ; so has the 
question concerning causation been surrounded 
with difficulties, by the common practice of allow¬ 
ing all conjoined events, vulgarly designated as 
cause and effect, to pass undistinguished under 
one and the same description. The puerile 
sophism of Hume takes its appearance of force 
from this confusion of things essentially different. 
It becomes, therefore, necessary to distribute into 
classes the mass of things popularly spoken of as 
cause and effect. 

Such constant connections, whether belonging 
to space or time, may be arranged under three 
heads, of which the First will comprise those that 
may be analysed, and which are found to resolve 
themselves into simple relations of equality, or 
proportion, or fitness. 

The Second comprehends those in which the 
presence of an efficient power must be confessed: 

And the Third those which are inscrutable by 
the human mind, and therefore ambiguous ; and 
concerning which a surmise only can be enter¬ 
tained, as to the nature of the bond which unites 
them; but concerning which, it may safely be 
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presumed, that, if they could be laid bare, they 
would resolve themselves into connections, either 
of the first or of the second sort. 

For the First Class. —So many cubic feet of 
water are raised, per minute, from the deepest adit 
of a mine, by a steam engine: and in popular 
language it is usual to call the engine the cause, 
and the raised water the effect. But if, from this 
stupendous apparatus, are deducted two 'powers , 
the one chemical, the other mechanical (presently 
to be spoken of) then the whole vast system of 
contrivances resolves itself into a series or apposi¬ 
tion of relations of equality, proportion, or equi¬ 
librium : and it is a proposition of precisely the 
same kind to say— 

4 + 8x3 = 36; 

Or to affirm that the steam engine will raise so 
many cubic feet of water every minute from the 
bottom of a mine. Or if a complete description 
ot a steam engine were placed on one side of the 
sign of equivalence, and the measure of water 
expressed on the other, the predication implied 
would be infallible and invariable; and to affirm of 
its two members, that they are connected by mere 
constancy of occurrence, would be an absurdity of 

•!u 8a oT- 80rt ’ as to sa y> that 4 + 8 x 3 is connected 
with db m no other way than by accidental juxta¬ 
position. Heat and water, applied the one to tho 
other, combine; and water combined with heat 
becomes an elastic vapour, occupying a space vastly 
greater than before. Now, though the reason of 
t us irresistible combination has not hitherto been 
found, we are free to suppose that it is the conse¬ 
quence of a relation of occult form in the two 
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elements ; and the hypothesis is favoured by all 
that is actually known of the structure of the 
material world. Meanwhile we assign this un¬ 
known fact, or hidden power, to our third class , 
and after deducting it, then resolve the compli¬ 
cated machinery of the steam engine into an 
equilibrium of forces. 

c All the works of human ingenuity are resolvable 
into cases of equilibrium, or equivalence : and, in 
like manner, the functions of plants and animals,-— 
their growth, agencies, and decay, and, to a certain 
extent, the interaction of the elements, are also to 
be resolved into connections or relations of this 
first class. And if the business of natural philo¬ 
sophy were to be described in a single phrase, 
we should say that its office is, as the interpreter 
of the creation, to exhibit or unfold physical 


equations. , . „ , 

It is hardly needful to say that, in reference to 

this first order of causes and effects, the word 
liberty can have no place whatever—can assume 
no shadow of meaning. What idea can we affix 
to the proposition, that there is a freedom in the 
connection between twice three and six . And 1 
the sister term necessity may be applied on occa¬ 
sions of this sort, it adds nothing to the perspicuity 
of our notions. It is, we readily grant, necessarily 
true that seven taken three times make twenty-one. 
But why should we not be content with simply 
saying that it is certainly true ; or, better still— 
that it is true. All that the mind can understand 
is contained in the very modest expression which 
declares that three times seven is twenty-one. And 
to talk about necessity in such an instance, is as 
rational as would be the pomposity of affirming, 
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that three times seven is immutably, and by the 
adamantine decree of eternal truth, equal to 
twenty-one ! 

This is an absurdity of one kind : and the his¬ 
tory of the controversy would furnish a thousand 
instances of such learned verbosity. The opposite 
absurdity is that of Ilume and others, who, con¬ 
founding causes and effects of all kinds, affirm <jf 
all alike , that thc} r are nothing but often-observed 
sequences; whereas a large proportion are intel¬ 
ligible relations, which cannot be denied or 
separated without a contradiction in terms. 

It may seem superfluous to remind the reader, 
that all effects belonging to this first class arc 
directly cognisable by their relation to their 
causes. The intelligence which knows the ante¬ 
cedent, knows also the consequent, when that 
consequent is a correlative equality or proportion. 

II. In defining the Second Class of causes 
and effects, or those wherein the presence of an effi¬ 
cient power must be confessed, it cannot be thought 
necessary, as a preliminary, either to insist upon 
the demonstration, d priori , of the existence of a 
h irst Cause, or to state the argument d posteriori. 
This great truth is here assumed as unquestion¬ 
ably established by the two methods, separately 
and conjointly. But it follows from it, that the 
worlds of matter and mind, with all their con¬ 
trivances and forms, are effects of that First 
Cause, and that this relationship is, in the most 
absolute sense, real and indissoluble; nor even to 
be imagined as broken, otherwise than by the 
annihilation of the effect. 

The doctrine of Hume and his followers (and 
of many of his opponents), That we know, and 
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can know, nothing of cause and effect, beyond the 
fact of invariable sequency, is, by a logical neces- 
sity, atheistical * That is to say, it has no mean¬ 
ing, and can have no appearance of truth, except 
on the assumption, that the belief m a h irs 
Cause is incapable of proof. For if that belief is 
by any means established, the fact of efficien 
causation is established with it; and it is no 
longer true, that we know of no connection 
between cause and effect beyond that of invari- 

able sequency.f „ , . 

Whence the human mind derives its notion ot 

power, might be shown; but it can never be 
imagined that the reason of the connection be- 
tween power and its effect can be exhibited This 
were, indeed, to penetrate beyond the deepest 
secrets of nature. Yet this connection, though 
not to be analysed, must be affirmed to be neces¬ 
sary, or, more properly, infallible ; for to suppose 
otherwise, would be only a circumlocutory denial 
of the very existence of power. Power not pro¬ 
ductive of its effect is not power, but is either 
inertness or weakness. And again, the denial of 
liberty to power, if liberty means freedom from 
restraint would, for the very same reason, be 

absurd; and thus, as we have before 9^®^’ 
liberty and necessity merge, the one in the other, 
when we approach the footstool of supreme excel- 

lence and perfection. 

• Hume C‘ Treatise of Human Nature”) gives his reader free leave 

Sgbt ol no idea of ec^ 

of events. 
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But if the word liberty were to be taken in the 
vulgar sense of the words range or scope, it might 
then be asked, What (with due reverence*) should 
be thought of the liberty of the First Cause? 
We must approach this question from beneath. 

. °T’ “ i°F a moment it be assumed that power, 
in the highest sense of the word, is the endow¬ 
ment ot created minds, we can conceive of it only* 
as related to first, the actual existences known to 
that mind (its own attributes included), and 
secondly, to such possible existences as may lie 
within its faculty of conception, and also within 
the circle of its agency. And then, if that 
created mind be thought of as (in its degree) wise 
and holy, every exercise of its power will be deter¬ 
mined necessarily, or, which is a far better term 
invariably, or certainly, in that one manner 
which truth and goodness prescribe, whenever 

either truth or goodness is interested in the 
decision. 


But something more than this may be conceived 
of; and vve think that the notion bf stern fixed¬ 
ness, or invariable sameness, which is apt to be 
conjoined in our minds with the idea of unalter¬ 
able wisdom and rectitude, is happily dispelled 
when this something more is duly taken into the 
account. A hundred or more angular or curve 
lines, all of equal length, yet dissimilar, may be 
drawn from the centre to the circumference ‘of a 

humLd N ° r 13 U an ,,rati0n e 1 su PP°sitioii, that a 
hundred or more courses of conduct dissim.'lnr 

yet equidistant as paths from point to poi.Tt mab 

this gnicM ^—s of 

questions. Every sound mind will take cn - . n n '? th ®b*curo 
aunlimonts safe from the iuterfereuco of moro g ‘° u8 
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present themselves to an intelligence; and that 
these hundred courses, though by the hypothesis 
they possess precisely equal recommendations, both 
to the rational and moral faculties, may be not only 
unlike in themselves, but may lead the being that 
pursues them to vastly distant or opposite points 

of his possible destiny.* 

Now this supposed range, or scope, or liberty, 
if so it must be called, removes the idea of unvary¬ 
ing uniformity from the notion of a high degree 
of wisdom and goodness: it enlarges the conception 
of supernal existence, and opens before the medi¬ 
tative mind an unbounded field of various opulence. 
And although, in the case of created minds, this 
field is narrowed by the limitation both of know¬ 
ledge and of power,—for a created mind neither 
knows all actual existence nor all possible , nor 
does its power extend even so far as its knowledge, 

_yet, on the other hand, the range of its agency 

is enlarged in one direction, as well as confined in 
another, by the limitation of its knowledge. For 
though it has not before it all really equidistant 
paths, many that are not so in fact may seem so to 
be; and it may happen that, without fault or 
culpable folly, it may take the longer for the 
shorter course, believing the two to be equal. 
There may be apparent equations where there are 
no real ones; and if many of the real are unknown, 

many unreal may be supposed. 

~We think that from this source the sphere of the 
agency of wise and holy beings is incalculably 
widened; and yet without admitting at all the 
notion of contingent volition. An attentive refer¬ 
ence to consciousness will convince any one that it 

“ See Note L L. 
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is the law or usage of the mind, on occasions when 
an alternative must be taken, where there is no 
perceived reason, which should determine the 
choice, to throw itself back upon the laws of its 
lower nature; that is, to be guided by the invol- 
untary suggestion that arises at the instant of 
volition : might we sa}% as a man whose eyes are 
bandaged gives his hand to a child to lead him in 
the path ? We have before likened the perpetual 

i° W o ldeaS ^ T0U Z h tlle mind to tbe operation of 
the fly-wheel in a machine; and here it is seen to 

maintain the unceasing velocity of action, on 

occasions when an impulse from the higher faculties 

is wanting, and when otherwise the machine must 

stand still. We may well presume that this fact- 

has its analogy in a higher sphere of beings; and 

that so an inconceivable diversity, a voluminous 

variety is thrown in upon the theatre of celestial 


And now in reference to the Divine agency, or 
he exercises of infinite power, let it, with becomin <- 
modesty be affirmed, that the universe of things 
poss-ible being present to the Divine omniscience 
ere are contained in it innumerable hypotheses 
ot being, strictly equivalent one with another, so 
lar as benevolence or wisdom are concerned. To 
advance even a conjecture as to the mode of deter¬ 
mination in such instances, would be in the last 
degree presumptuous and absurd. It is enough 
o know, that as time, or succession of being^s 

determinatffinf 011 ° f i*® existe ^e, such 

Is it e afio i\T\ either UDkn0Wn o^contmgent.' 

Ilrl™ U nf b e ^ that the idea <>f the 
exercises of supreme power and wisdom is enlarged 

II 


% 
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and enriched by this doctrine of hypothetical 
equivalents ? 

The meditative mind, in looking abroad upon 
the vastness of the universe, and in observing that 
the edifice of the material world is broken into 
innumerable portions, far separated one from 
another, naturally entertains the supposition that 
the infinite resources of the Divine ingenuity (if 
the word may be allowed) are copiously unfolding 
themselves around us, in all possible modes. And 
again, when the mind turns from the infinitude of 
space to the infinitude of duration, and entertains, 
vaguely, the inconceivable idea of eternity, a 
parallel supposition arises and flits before the 
imagination—that this unbounded ingenuity— 
this richness of conception, which exhausts all 
forms of existence, and all combinations of those 
forms, will, through an endless series of successive 
creations, give expression in turn to each, and run 
the round of its cycle of wisdom and power, until 
whatever may be has actually seen the light ol 
life. And is it then true that human nature is 
destined to be the immortal spectator of these 
never-ending developments ? 

III. It only remains to speak of the Third 
Class of causes and effects ; or those connections, 
of which the bond is either ambiguous, or abso¬ 
lutely inscrutable. 

To enumerate all the instances of this sort (or 
all that present themselves in the system known 
to us) would not be difficult. But it is enough for 
our immediate purpose to mention, as illustrative 
of our meaning, the most conspicuous, namely, 
the principle of gravitation, and of corpuscular 
attraction and repulsion ; the principle of chemical 
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affinity, that is to say, of attraction as belonging 
not to all solid masses alike, but to particular 
bodies; electrical agencies (of both kinds); the 
principle of vegetable life (unless it be resolvable 
into chemical or electrical action) ; the principle 
of animal life (unless this also may be so resolved); 
and, lastly, the power of mind over matter and 
over itself.* In all such instances of action, move- * 
ment, or change of place, or of quality, or of bulk, 
or of function, we observe the invariable ante¬ 
cedent and consequent; and are able to reason 
with precision upon the laws, or, as we might say, 
modes, of the hidden power ; but the link or tie 

. . ^ reason why b succeeds 

to a, 18 not to be assigned : the most perfect science 
pretends to no knowledge of this ultimate connec¬ 
tion. And indeed, in all branches of knowledge 
Science is deemed to have fulfilled her task when 
she has proved herself to have left nothing un¬ 
known—except these occult powers. 

Metaphysical science has nothing to do with 
them, except to abstain from assuming the gra¬ 
tuitous hypothesis, that in such inscrutable facts 
there is no real connection, or nothing beyond 
actual sequency. We affirm, that the presumption 
gathered from all parts of science is altogether 
against such an hypothesis, and, on the contrary 
strongly favours the supposition, that the great 
mechamcal laws of the universe, and the chemical 
amnities and aversions of particular bodies, and 
probably the principles of vegetable and animal 
1 t, aie relutioTis, or rather the consequences of 
relations; so that each effect is connected with its 
cause by the same absolute bond which secures the 

• See Note M M. 
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result of a mechanical contrivance, or which makes 
the two members of an equation inseparable. We 
venture to say, that the course of modern chemical 
discovery tends towards the belief that chemical 
action is the necessary consequence of the relation 
subsisting between the elementary structure of 
bodies, and that if the occult form of c and d 
r could be' exposed, it would become manifest that 
their juxta-position must issue in the compound e * 

In regard to the hidden powers of nature, the 
whole question lies between contrivance, or rela¬ 
tion, and power ,—that is, immediate Divine power; 
not between contrivance, power, and mere juxta¬ 
position, or arbitrary sequency ; for as, on the one 
hand, the testimony of natural science goes to 
establish the general truth, that causation rests 
upon real relations; and as, on the other, Divine 
science establishes the truth of a first and intelli¬ 
gent Cause, we are free to choose between the two, 
in all cases of a hidden or ambiguous sort, and can 
never be compelled to take up the hypothesis of 
contingent or accidental sequency, which is neither 
natural to the human mind, nor confirmed in any 
single instance by the results of experimental 
philosophy. 

In turning to the world of animal and intellec¬ 
tual life, there is room to ask, whether the power 
of mind over matter, and over itself, should be 
regarded as, 

1. The consequence of a relation of parts, or 
contrivance only ; or— 

2. The direct exertion of Divine power; or— 

3. A derived and separate (not independent) 
portion of that essential power. 

* See Note N N. 
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ithout resting at all upon so difficult a theme, 
we may just say that we should reject the first 
supposition, and prefer the third to the second. 
Our business is to affirm, that the determination 
ot such questions is not, in the remotest degree, 
important to any branch of intellectual, or ethical, 
or theological philosophy, any more than an 
analysis ot the principle of gravitation is impor¬ 
tant to mechanical science. The fact is enough, 
t hat mind has power to move and modify matter 
and to move and to modify itself If its posses¬ 
sion ot the first-named power were questioned we 
might establish the fact by striking the sceptic; 
or, it the second were doubted, we should ask him 
to propound to us a mathematical theorem, and 
we would engage, even while assailed by many 
disturbmg causes from without and from within, 
to hold a steady intellectual flight, in a direct line 
10 m the data to the conclusion, and should allege 
the true solution of the theorem as a proof incon- 
tcstable that mind has power,— a power intro- 
vcitible, as well as efficient upon matter. 

I he terms l iberty and necessity may be alleged 
to have a relation to this ultimate fact of the power 

the“ md tT- r If 1 j bert y mi g ht be taken in 

the unintelligible sense of contingency, or freedom 

ii om causation, then we say that this power as 

belonging to the human mind, has no liberty; ’for 

it always stands under a triple relationship, namely 

of actu^n attributee ,^nd conditions, to the world’ 
of actual or conceivable existence, and to the in¬ 
terferences of Divine power; and so fur from its 
being insulated from reasons and motives, it is 

only upon and among reasons and motives that 
it can work. 
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But if by liberty be meant scope or range , then 
does this power incalculably augment, enlarge, 
diversify, and ennoble the agency of the being 
possessing it. Upon this point we have already 
enlarged. But if liberty means freedom from 
restraint , then the sad truth must be confessed, 
that this power, in the human subject , is largely 
invaded, and much damaged and obstructed by 
the moral ruin that has affected the race. Man, 
in this sense, is free only in degree ; and it is in 
contemplation of this lamentable infringement of 
his native power, that he should thankfully receive 
the succour and the remedial interference offered 
to him by Christianity. 

The correlative term necessity , in like manner, 
takes its pertinence, or its irrelevance, from the 
precise sense attached to it when connected with 
the power of mind. In the sense of bondage , im¬ 
pediment, or restraint , man, as we have just said, 
is in various degrees necessitated by the prevalence 
of inordinate desires, and by the force of inveterate 
habits. But it should be remembered, that this 
sort of necessity is not held in any, even of the 
most momentous affairs of life, to absolve the evil¬ 
doer from his responsibility to law, or to discharge 
him from his liability to punishment. Theologians 
have no need to resort to metaphysical arguments 
for the purpose of establishing the truth, that a 
debauched habit of mind does not exonerate a man 
from the load of his guilt; or at least they need 
not do so until the enormous supposition is recog¬ 
nised and acted upon in courts of justice. Who 
does not see that the acknowledgment of a principle 
like this would, in a day, dissolve the entire frame¬ 
work of society ? And shall it, if inadmissible on 
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earth, be published and received as a maxim of the 
Divine government ? A proclamation so fearful 
would convert the universe into a prison-house of 
horrors. He who enters upon a course of vice, 
feels that at every step his moral health and 
strength are impaired : this alarming conscious¬ 
ness should awaken him to a sense of his danger. 
But if it does not so awaken him, no means remain % 
(consistently with any system of government by 
laws and sanctions) which can avert from him the 
terrible consequences of becoming at length the 
helpless slave of licentious habits. And yet, not 
even the last stage of thraldom absolutely breaks 
up the constitution of human nature : man is, to 
the last (unless frenzied), open to a sense of his 
ultimate welfare ; and the motives thence derived, 
if understood , are always more than adequate to 
determine the conduct of a rational being. And, 
besides, instances are on record of moral revolu¬ 
tions, even in cases apparently the most hopeless. 
Man, therefore, though his true liberty is greatly 
impaired, never becomes (in the present life) 
so necessitated as to render a recovery strictly 
impracticable. 

The delusive influence of the ill-chosen word 
necessity, as used in this controversy, increases 
(might we say ?) in geometrical progression at 
every step, as we ascend from material causes 
towards the higher stage of intellectual agency. 
-Those who think fit to do so, may very harmlessly, 
though very ineptly, talk of the necessity which 
bTnds together the part6 of a mathematical propo¬ 
sition ; or they^ may so speak of the connection of 
causes and effects in the system of animated 
nature ; and they may still advance a step, without 
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being liable to a conviction of absolute error. . But 
as we rise on the scale of life, the associated ideas 
that cling to the term actually intercept from our 
view the simple matters of which we are speaking, 
and while, perhaps, our chain of reasoning is in 
form correct, it is in fact seductive or false. 

To speak of power as latent or inert,, is a sole¬ 
cism ; at least it is not the notion with which 
we have to do. Can we, then, conceive of power 
active, that is to say, of power in the proper and 
only intelligible sense of the word, as not related 
to any subject or matter whereupon it works . 
Or can we conceive of power as an attribute of an 
intelligent and of a moral being, and yet not 
related to the knowledge and to the emotions of 
that being ? Or could we deem it a perfection in 
the constitution of a rational agent, that his power 
should operate like a vague and brutal violence, 
taking its course this way and that, with the blind 
vehemence of a hurricane ? Or, is not rather the 
idea of rational perfection filled up by the suppo¬ 
sition of power, related, on the one hand, to its 
subject, by the bond of uniform and unfailing 
efficiencv f and on the other, to the knowledge and 
emotions 7 of the agent, by the tie of infallible 
determination or direction P Whatever is deducted 
from the constancy or invariable sequency of these 
connections, makes a proportionate deduction 
from the excellence and tvue freedom of the agent. 
The agent whose power is not thus necessitated , 
in the most absolute sense, is, to the whole extent 
of the want of necessity, not free. A deficiency 
of necessity, in the higher sense of the word, is an 
increase of necessity in the lower. And here, 
once again, we must note the synonymous import 
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of the words liberty and necessity, when the 
highest perfection is spoken of. And it is mani¬ 
fest that this necessity, far from earning with it 
any idea of bondage, or confinement, or fatality , 
is the very secret and the indispensable condition 

of the full and unimpaired liberty of celestial 
natures. 

The controversy comes to a point on this position: * 
nor is it difficult to discern in what way, by the 
mystifications that belong to theological argument, 
mid by the malignant obscurations that have been 
shed over it from the hands of those who have 
laboured to subvert religion and morality, and to 
debauch and vilify man,—a very intelligible matter 
has been wrapped in dark clouds of difficulty. Let 
but the difference between mechanical laws and 
living agencies be confounded, and let the elemen- 
taiy differences that distinguish the several orders 
of* sentient beings be lost sight of, and let the 
gloomy word necessity be put in the place of the 
simple words relation and causation ; and then the 
way will be clear for talking of such facts as the 
iali of bodies to the earth, or the collapse of chemi¬ 
cal elements, and of the agency of the highest 
order of intelligences, who seek their happiness at 
large on all the fields of the universe, under one 
and the same set of affected phrases. And thus, 
because mind is furnished with knowledge, and is 
susceptible of emotion, and is endowed with power, 
and is thus qualified to maintain and enlarge its 
" c ein £ through a course of endless advance¬ 
ments ; and because this well-being is secured by 
its invariable connection with an established order 
of events, therefore (say sophists) it becomes reason¬ 
able to speak of the lot of such high intelligences 
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as if it were overruled by the same fatality which 
confines a stone to the spot whereon it has fallen! 

For the purpose of banishing for ever these 
delusions, it would be well to lay aside entirely the 
word necessity, which is ridiculously superfluous 
and redundant in some of its applications, and 
absurd or seductive in others. If, for example, we 
t have occasion to speak of a known relation. of 
equality or proportion, why not be content with 
the simple assertion, that the predicate is true of 
the subject? or that a-\-b is equal to c? Or, if a 
conclusion has been derived from a somewhat 
complicated series of proofs, so that a moderate 
asseveration seems to be called for, let the wor 
certainty suffice us. Certainty is the knowledge ot 
truth, obtained by labour and research; and when 
by labour and research we have gained the know¬ 
ledge of any complex system of relations, it may 
be granted that there is a propriety in speaking 
of the certainty of those relations; though in fact 
nothing more is meant than what is affirmed when 
the relation is expressed in the very simplest and 
most modest form. 

If the noble liberty—the range, and scope, and 
unrestrained capacity of happiness, which is the 
distinction of rational agents of the higher orders, 
be the subject of discourse; and if we would express 
the fact that such beings rule their destinies 
through the changeful scenes of immortality by 
their knowledge and virtue, we shall do well to 
avoid the employment of a phrase which seems to 
imply that those destinies are overruled in some 
other way than by the combinations of knowledge, 

virtue, and power. # . 

All that is important to ethics and theology is 
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implied in the knowledge of the introvertible power 
of mind ; and we must here observe, that its ex¬ 
istence as a physiological fact—as a fact which 
forms the elementary difference between man and 
the inferior classes of sentient beings, has been too 
little insisted upon by ethical and religious con- 
trovertists; and though familiarly known to all 
men, has been (like ten thousand other familiar 
lacts) overlooked by philosophers. 

The Arminian divine, inwardly persuaded, he 

knows not on what ground, that human nature 

contains a something more than the passivity of 

brute matter, or of animal life, has recourse to the 

figment of Contingent Volition; and then, to give 

his unintelligible notion an appearance of consist- 

ency, has been led to the enormous error of denying 

the Divine fore-knowledge. Thus, in his zeal to 

defend one attribute of Deity, he has demolished 

another. _Whv will he not be content with the 

simple principles of human nature, as known to all 

men, and as recognised in the transactions of every 

day and with the plain evidence of the Bible, 

winch always takes up and supposes the existence 
ol those principles ? 

His opponent, the Calvinist, spurning the 
absurdities of Arminian metaphysics, believes that, 
when he has scattered these sophisms, he has 
exhausted the subject of human agency, and 
may triumphantly return from the vanquished 
held to his own theological position; nor deems it 
necessary once to lay aside his high lenses, or to 
look abroad upon human nature as it shows itself 
to the mikrd eye of common sense. Then he goes 
to his Bible, cased m metaphysical certainties, and 
proceeds, without scruple or compunction, to apply 
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the crushing engine of dogmatical exposition to 
all passages that do not naturally fall in with 
the abstractions which he has framed to himself. 
Meanwhile, men of sense are disgusted, and sceptics 
glory. How shall these evils be remedied P—how, 
unless by the prevalence of a better—a genuine 
system of interpretation ? 

But even without this better exposition, a great 
and important reform would spontaneously follow 
from a more vivid persuasion of the reality of the 
great facts affirmed in the Scriptures. Let but the 
quickening affirmations of the inspired writers be 
allowed to take effect on the ground of the ordinal') 
motives of human life; let it but be believed that 
the Son of God has come to inform men (his fellows, 
by an ineffable condescension) of a future dangei 
to which all are liable ; and to impart to them 
freely a benefit they could never have obtained by 
their own efforts; and then it will no more seem 
pertinent or necessary to adjust the terms of this 
message of mercy to metaphysical subtilties, than 
it does to do the like when a friend snatches a 
friend from ruin, or when a father bears his children 
in his arms from a scene of perils. How much 
mischief has arisen from the supposition that a 
mystery belongs to the matter of salvation, which 
waits to be cleared up by philosophy ! 

Philosophy, it is to be hoped, will at length work 
its way through its own difficulties. But the result 
to Christianity of so happy a success, would simply 
be, to set in a stronger light the enormous folly of 
obstructing the course of a momentous practical 
affair by the impertinences of learned disputation. 
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Note A, p. xxii. 

The devout Edwards.— The life of Edwards should be 
perused by every one who reads his “Essay on Freedom of 
w ill- * Let it be said, that his style of Christianity might 
have borne some corrections ; and let it also be admitted 
that, in his modesty, and his low estimation of himself and 
in his love of retirement, his melancholic temperament had 
an influence. After every deduction of this sort has been 
made, it must be granted, that this eminent man, whose 
intellectual superiority might have enabled him to shine 
in European colleges of learning, displayed a meek great¬ 
ness of soul which belongs only to those who derive their 
principles from the Gospel. How refreshing is the con- 
1 1,jet of sentiments which strikes 11s in turning from the 
pnvate correspondence of men who thought of nothing be- 
>ond their personal fame as philosophers or writers, to the 
correspondence and diary of a man like Edwards! In the 
one case, the single, paramount motive—literary or philo- 
sophie vanity—lurks in every sentence, unblushingly shows 
itself on many a page, and when most concealed, is con¬ 
cealed by an affectation as loathsome as the fault it hides. 
But how much of this deformed self-love could the most 
diligent detractor cull from the private papers or works of 
the President of the New Jersey College ? We question if 
a single sentence which could be fairly construed to betray 
the vanity or ambition of superior intelligence is any 
where to be found in them. Edwards daily contemplated 
a glory, an absolute excellence, which at once checked 
the swellings of pride, and sickened him of the praise 
which his powers might have won from the world 

Edwards (though, in listening to his own account of 
himself, one would not think it) was a man of genius —we 
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mean imaginative, and open to all those moving sentiments 
which raise high souls above the present scene of things. 
Among the reasons which inclined him to excuse himself 
from the proffered presidency, he alleges,—First, his own 
defects, unfitting him for such an undertaking, “many of 
which are generally known,” says he, “besides others which 
my own heart is conscious of. I have a constitution in 
many respects peculiarly unhappy, attended with flaccid 
solids ; vapid, sizy, and scarce fluids; and a low tide ot 
spirits, often occasioning a kind of childish weakness, and 
contemptibleness of speech, presence, and demeanour; with 
a disagreeable dulness and stiffness, much unfitting me tor 
conversation, but more especially for the government ot a 
college.” This description of his mental conformation is 
curious, physiologically , as an anatomy of a mind so re 
markable for its faculty of abstraction. May we not say, 
that this very poverty of constitution, this sluggishness ana 
aridity, this feeble pulse of life, was the very secret ot ms 
extraordinary power of analysis ? The supposition lead 
to speculations concerning the physical conditions or tne 
mind, which must not here be pursued ; but it may be re¬ 
marked, in passing, that it must be from the copious col¬ 
lection and right use of facts of this sort, that progress will 
be made (if ever) in the science of mind. 

But, notwithstanding the apparent coldness of his tem¬ 
perament, Edwards was manifestly susceptible, and m no 
common degree, of those emotions which are rarely con- 
i oi ned with the philosophic faculty. Let an instance be taken 
from his diary “There seemed to be, as it were, a calm, 
sweet cast, an appearance of divine glory, in almost every 
thing : God’s excellency, his wisdom, his purity and love, 
seemed to appear in every thing ; in the sun, moon, and 
stars; in the clouds and blue sky ; in the grass, flowers, 
trees ; in the water, and all nature, which used grea y 
fix my mind. I often used to sit and mew the moon for 
continuance ; and, in the day, spent much time in viewing 
the clouds and sky, to behold the sweet glory of God m 
these things : in the mean time singing forth, with a o 
voice, my contemplations of the Creator and Redeemer. 
And scarce any thing among all the works of nature were 
so sweet to me as thunder and lightning; formerly noth g 
had been so terrible to me. While thus engaged, it alway 
seemed natural to me to sing or chant forth my medita- 
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tions; or to speak my thoughts iu soliloquies with a 
singing voice.” 

That Edwards, by constitution of mind, was more than a 
ry and cold thinker, might be proved by reference to 
many passages even in his “Essay on Free Will,” as well 
as his less abstruse writings. He was master, in fact, of a 
simple eloquence, of no mean order“Holiness, as I then 
wrote down some of my contemplations on it, appeared to 
nie to be of a sweet, pleasant, charming, serene, calm 
nature; which brought an inexpressible purity, brightness, 
peacefidness, and ravishment, to the soul. In other words, 
that it made the soul like a field or garden of God, with all 
manner of pleasant flowers; all pleasant, delightful, and 
undisturbed, enjoying a sweet calm, and the gently vivify¬ 
ing beams of the sun. The soul of a true Christian, as 1 
then wrote my meditations, appeared like such a little white 
flower as we see in the spring of the year, low and humble 
on the ground; opening its bosom to receive the pleasant 
beams of the suns glory; rejoicing, as it were, in a calm 
rapture ; diffusing around a sweet fragrancy; standing 

about . fl T'Vr 11 '^ iu the midst of °tW flowers round 
in the’ IhL Jf *1 1Uitlmer > opening their bosoms to drink 

holhueJ tw t > V Un - There wan no part of creature 

, , 1 had a sense of its loveliness as 

humility, brokenness of heart, and poverty of spirit • and 

here was nothing that I so earnestly longed for ’ My 

ft -r • a w r , tIll8 >— 40 liu low before God, as in the 

tl 'ft ’r , i I t , ‘i'° be uot, “ n S> and that God might be all, 
that I might become as a little child.” 

hese sentiments were not the exuberances of a youthful 

rntw^u ariOUr ’a but P ave toiie to the character and 
conduct of the man through life. To accomplish the will of 

T e ^i h - WaB th ? ruliu £ motive of his soul; and to 
have sought his own glory, he would have thought an enor¬ 
mous departure from true virtue. If his definition of true 
virtue be liable to objection, his exemplification of it showed 


Note B, p. xxvii. 

The pendulum-spring of a watch is a very nice instrument, 
and one in the construction of which three sciences, besides 
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manual skill, are called in to give their aid. In the first 
place, the due action of the shining thread, which main¬ 
tains the oscillatory movement of the balance-wheel, de¬ 
pends upon its conformity to the mathematical conditions of 
the spiral curve. Then must be considered the doctrine of 
elasticity, “ ut tensio , sic vis” and the mechanical laws of 
motion, which are to determine the necessary proportion 
between the thickness of the spring and its length; and then, 
too, the very delicate calculation of the taper , as connected 
with the kind of escapement with which it is destined to 
act,—one kind of escapement requiring a spring of equal 
bulk throughout, while the more accurate kinds demand a 
diminishing substance from end to end. dhe third science 
implied in the proper construction of this little agent, is 
that which teaches the method of imparting to the rue e 
metal of which it is formed, its elastic property, and or 
tempering it in the due degree. In fact, both chemistry 
and metallurgy are concerned in this business; and in 
manufacture of steel for watch-springs, much of that pecu- 
liar or workshop knowledge is demanded which is not to o 
found in books. Now, the exact movement of the pendu¬ 
lum-spring is that ultimate result which brings to a point, 
if we might so speak, the converging lines of several distinct 
sciences. Who shall estimate the confusion that must arise 
from an attempt to treat as one these several calculations 
and processes, which are essentially different , and which 
must be held apart until they are combined in the various 

conditions of the spring? 

That practical science which relates to the strength 
of MATERIALS, in like manner combines the principles of 
several sciences. Let the problem be to determine the 
necessary breadth and depth of the gtrcler of a floor, that 
shaU sustain a given weight, the length of the span also 
being given. Now, these dimensions are not to be found 
without having recourse, first , to the higher mathematics, 
or those purely abstract truths which are independent o 
all the laws of the actual world, and which would be wha 
they are, although there were no such principle as gravita¬ 
tion, or no material system. In the next place, this law 
of gravitation must be understood, in order to find tne 
point of the strain, as well as the true proportion between 
depth and breadth. And, lastly , the peculiar properties 
of the several species of timber must be precisely known, 
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and known by experiment. The proportion between depth, 
breadth, and length, will vary, as the compressibility, co¬ 
hesive force, toughness, &c.,of oak, fir, &c., or of the several 
kinds of oak or fir vary. British, Riga, Norway, Ameri¬ 
can oak, will give each its precise dimension to the girder; 
and it is not the mathematician, but the naturalist , who 
must inform the practical man on these points. (See 
I redgold s “ Elementary Principles of Carpentry,” section 
x., on the Nature and Properties of Timber. The same 
able writer’s treatise on the “Strength of Iron” affords a 
multitude of instances of a similar kind. See also Barlow’s 
Essay on the Strength and Stress of Timber.”) 

Now, let it, in these cases, be supposed that the mathe¬ 
matician, dogmatically confident of his demonstrations 
were (and this is in fact the fault of the earlier mathema¬ 
ticians, and not seldom of Leibnitz), to determine the 
problem above mentioned, as if it were a pure abstraction 
or, if he referred loosely to certain vulgar facts concerning 
the strength of timber, were neither to make experiments 
ot this physical kind, nor to swerve at all from his mathe- 

ornd^L P ^ OCe f f ln regard to them : - in this case all his 

be er ,T’; eOUfl ' 0r ’ thou S h correct mathe¬ 
matically, they would be inapplicable to the real world 

of iate that ?!’ WOrSe tha ? " seless > in practice. It is but 
late that these cases of complicated principles have 

fore 1 that 6 •' r ® ?l sc ' e,lce - We n ‘«st not wonder, there- 

aor hv ii ’. o'" the , haz y precincts of intellectual philo- 

scarceiv UC M°"t S an<1 se P r ' ratio ™ of a parallel kind have 
w a “ beer ] regarded. Now, to return to the 
instance before us, of the “Treatise on Freedom of Will ” 

for £ rg . u , Meu * 1S > l \ l t,u> main, abstract, but not purely so’ : 

Iloev of t? ‘I' 6 admlxture of Scripture proofs, the physi- 

wh< Took l y | et/ar t0 ° l ° 0Sehj and va, J uel 'J to satisfy those 
sonhv Or human nature as an object of natural philo- 

^iven'Edw • Cr a *i U81v ®i.V to the illustration above 
thoughtmHo dS 18 ^oomphshed mathematician; but he 

d fferenee bif ° r ‘ ,“ 0t take lnto his calculations, the 
Will ” if to r" , an<1 fi r - His “Treatise on the 
demln.t™^ trl ' e Philosophy of human nature, as the 

Hesis/entid S'"/' / >f Lei hnitz —Demonstrationes Noire tie 
Jiesistentia .So/u/orum—are to modern mechanical science. 
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Note C, p. xxix. 

The ingenious author of “ Studies of Nature ” toiled 
vainly to establish his theory of the tides on the principle 
of the melting of arctic snows and ices : he should have 
lived before Newton, and might then have enjoyed his 
century or two of celebrity. He sought for a particular 
truth among a set of causes in which it was not to be 
found. Pliny might have arrived at the real fact, for he 
set foot upon the true course,, as did Bacon ; but St. Pierre 
could never have reached it. The doctrine of tides fur¬ 
nishes another example of the combination of causes of 
different orders in a single result. It is asked, why does 
the Thames at London bridge fill its bed at three o’clock 
to-day? Shall it be said, because the waters of the ocean 
obey the law of gravitation, and are heaped into a mighty 
wave by sun and moon. But this explanation, though t e 
true one, will not adjust itself to the facts ; and we must 
calculate all the local causes, the turns of the river, the 
form of the bed, the currents of the channel, before we can 
bring the abstract theory into correspondence with the 
actual event of high-tide at three o’clock. These essentially 
different classes of causes must both be calculated, but 
must not be confounded or confused. 

Note D, p. xxx. 

The disposition of the French people, as compared with 
the English, to ascend too high in the discussion of prac¬ 
tical questions, is a very remarkable fact. We should not 

satisfactorily account for it on one ground only It must 

not be said of the English, that they are not a philosophical 
people; yet it is true that, whenever the substantial inte¬ 
rests of life are under discussion, they show a determined 
dislike to abstract or metaphysical argumentation ;—they 
will listen to nothing that is not unquestionably pertinent 
and proximate. The good sense, the love of despatch and ol 
perspicuity, which belong to the mercantile character, aie 
here apparent. And may we not also say, that the mingle 
modesty and pride of the English character have a share 
in producing the same effect ? An Englishman avoids 
speaking of matters to which he has not given sufficient 
attention; he will not expose himself to ridicule by ventur- 
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ing beyond his line: he therefore leaves philosophy to 
philosophers, and talks of politics and commerce only as 
matters of fact. 


But the Frenchman has no such scruples—no such fears : 
whether artisan, bourgeois, soldier, or noble, he is master of 
all sciences a cyclopiedist ; and is as ready in discourse 
upon abstract principles as upon the merits of an actress, 
then, the French people, at the time of the breaking out 
of the revolution, had not enjoyed the advantage of pos- 
sessing any middle ground between the sottish absurdities 
or their national religion, and the wild theories of their 
atheistical teachers. They had no alternative but to be 
devout (in the sense of their priests), or to be mad in specu¬ 
lation. And as they had no reasonable religion whereon 
common sense might exercise itself, so neither had thev 
any constitution which might save them from the extreme 
of the old regimen on the one side, or of the republican 
delirium on the other. Neither in religion nor politics 
could they choose, except between the faith of dotards or 
the impudence of charlatans; and if they scorned to doze 
and dream, must run frantic in extravagance. Moreover 
the revolution brought upon the stage of public life mul¬ 
titudes of men whose habits and education had given 
them no qualification whatever for the transaction of the 
practical business of government. These, if they would 
figure at all, must do so as philosophers. For it is a much 
easier thing to talk profoundly as a metaphysician, than 
v ise y to reform existing institutions, or than to carry for¬ 
ward the every-day business of state. The metaphysical 
fashion, it is to be feared, has not yet wrought all its mis- 
chief in trance. To some causes of a similar kind may 
be traced much of that want of good sense which deforms 
the German philosophy and theology. 


Note E, p. xxxi. 

There is not merely a natural connection between despot¬ 
ism, and mysticism, and fatalism, and atheism, and pan¬ 
theism ; so that it shall be almost invariably true, that 
where political systems, like those of Asia, are found, we 
shall find also, among the learned, some such form of 
abstruse and absurd philosophy ; but it is the scorching 
heat of despotism which imparts to these doctrines their 
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power of mischief, by bringing them out from cells and 
colleges, into the markets, and fields, and homes of common 
life. The combined influence of good government and 
Christianity, if it does not disperse metaphysical errors 
altogether, will unfailingly confine them to the closets of 
the sophists with whom they originate. 


Note F, p. xxxvii. 

Every one is aware of the beneficial tendency of genuine 
science; but it is not, perhaps, always duly remembered, 
that every practical application of the principles of mathe¬ 
matical, mechanical, chemical, or physiological philosophy, 
is a new affirmation of the Divine benevolence towards 
man. Shall we say, it is a fresh text, translated from the 
unwritten Bible of God’s creation, corroborating our faith 
in the paternal care of him in whom we live, and move, 
and have our being? And this might be said even if these 
beneficial discoveries were the results of chance. But 
when they come to us as the product of laborious intel¬ 
lectual operations, they assert the same great truth with a 
peculiar emphasis, inasmuch as they not merely declare the 
Divine purpose—that man should be well accommodated, 
and aided, and comforted, in this his terrene abode; but 
that he should win every advantage by the exertion of his 
higher faculties. Each benefit derived from a better know¬ 
ledge of nature is a premium of mind—a boon given as 
the reward of intellectual effort: and while it declares in 
one of its inscriptions that the Maker of the universe is 
the friend of man, in the other it exhorts man to be his 
own friend, by the diligent employment of his mental 

^Every branch of modern science abounds with instances 
of remote correspondences between the great system of the 
world, and the welfare of man in the artificial (the truly 
natural) condition to which knowledge raises him If 
these correspondences were single or rare, they might be 
deemed merely fortuitous; like the drifting of a plan 
athwart the track of one who is swimming from a wreck. 
But when they meet us on all sides and invariably, we 
must be resolute in atheism not to confess that they are 
emanations from one and the same centre of wisdom an 
goodness. Is it nothing more than a lucky accommodation 
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which makes the polarity of the needle to subserve the 
purposes of the mariner? Or may it not safely be affirmed, 
both that the magnetic influence (whatever its primary 
intention may be) had reference to the business of navi¬ 
gation a reference incalculably important to the spread 
and improvement of the human race; and that the dis¬ 
covery and the application of this influence arrived at the 
destined moment in the revolution of human affairs, when, 
in combination with other events, it would produce the 
greatest effect ? Nor should we scruple to affirm, that the 
relation between the inclination of the earth’s axis and the 
conspicuous star which, without a near rival, attracts even 
the eye of the vulgar, and shows the north to the wanderer 
on the wilderness, or on the ocean, is in like manner a 
beneficent arrangement. Those who would spurn the sup¬ 
position that the celestial locality of a sun, immeasurably 
remote from our system, should have reference to the ac¬ 
commodation of the inhabitants of a planet so inconsider- 
abje as our own, forget the style of the Divine Works 
which is, to secure some great or principal end, compatibly 
with ten thousand lesser and remote interests. Man if he 
would secure the greater, must neglect or sacrifice the less- 
not so the Omnipotent Contriver. It is a fact full of mean- 
ing, that those astronomical phenomena (and so others) 
Mhich offer themselves as available for the purposes of art • 
as, for instance, of navigation, or geography ; do not fully 

and oM 1V * ? yiC <! 1 ie aid they I jr011ji8e > after long 

and elaborate processes or calculations have disentangled 

lem from variations, disturbing forces, and apparent 5 ir- 
egulanties. lo the rude fact, if so we might designate it, 
a mass of recondite science must be appended, before it can 

Tl„ JI °u g lt i t0 - bear * V th P reci81on upon the arts of life 
lhus, the polarity of the needle, or the eclipses of Jupiter’s 

moons are as nothing to the mariner, or the geographer 

without the voluminous commentary furnished °bv the 

mathematics „f astronomy. The fact of the expansive 

foice of Steam must employ the intelligence and enertrv of 

it f { r 

srsitwsrjr"' u “ 
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Now, in the metaphysical dogmas of absolute and uni¬ 
versal scepticism, and of philosophical fatalism, there is a 
conspicuous contrariety to the testimony of all other sciences 
in both these respects. For these dogmas, m the first place 
represent man to be the helpless victim of an inexorable 
power, rather than the child of an indulgent parent; and 

then, instead of courting and cherishing his energies and his 

intelligence, they paralyse the one, and astound ^e othe , 
by proving to him that his toils are idle—his notions of 
truth absurd or unfounded—his convictions illusory—his 
deductions fallacious, and his whole nature a paradox. If, 
then, this order of metaphysics claims respect asascience 
it is contradicted by sciences better established than itself. 
Tf Via llip mere reverie of a debauched intelligence, then 
we (dieerfuUy 0 allow it all the honour that is usually thought 
due to meditations of that quality. 


Note G, p- 

The entire mass of i 

divides itself into two classes, the one irreconcilably opposed 
tn the other The first is, in its spirit, and in all its doc¬ 
trines, consentaneous with human feelings and interests. 
The second is, both as a whole, and m its several parts 
mradoxical. The first is the philosophy of modesty of 
Inquiry, of induction, and of belief. The second is the 
nhilosophy of abstraction, as opposed to induction; and of 
impudence, as opposed to a respectful attention to nature 
and to evidence. The first takes natural and mathematical 
science by the hand, observes the same methods, labours to 
promote the same ends; and the sisters are never at 
variance. The second stands, ruffian-like, upon the road of 
knowledge, and denies progress to the human mind The 
first shows an interminable and practicable, though diffi 
cult, ascent. The second leads to the brink of an abyss 
into which reason and hope must together plunge, 
first is grave, laborious, and productive. lhe second ends 
in a jest, of which man, and the world, and its maker, are 

^ The paradoxical philosophy, though always the same in 
nrinciple, takes it style from the manners of those Dy 
whom P it is entertained. In Scotland and in England it 
has ordinarily been decent, specious, veiled :—m £ ranee, 
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bold, explicit, shameless. Hobbes, indeed, who first gave 
to England a philosophy of this order, as he connected him¬ 
self with the most profligate party that has ever made a 
figure upon the stage of English affairs, assumed a tone 
which is not English: as a writer he is not indigenous to 
our literature. Hume had a better tact, and knew how to 
clothe the same inimical philosophy in a garb of elegance 
and of sanctimonious modesty. If Hume be compared 
with Diderot, Helvetius, aud their school, the difference 
between England and France, at that time, will present 
itself to the eye. The sense and substance are the same ; 
but the dialect and the fashion are very dissimilar. It is 
consolatory to find, that when the doctrines of this anti- 
humau, or unnatural philosophy, are to be prepared for 
holding intercourse with the lower classes in our own 
country, and when they are to unclothe themselves, and 
appear horrid and hirsute, as proper savages, it is necessary 
to bring them over from France. 

The very same distinction runs through theology, aud 
divides in two, some of those religious bodies that, in name 
and political being are one. Theri is a theology which 
takes up the constitution of human nature, and brings to 
bear upon it, kindly and consentaneously, the remedial 
powers of Christianity. And there is a theology which 
makes a jest of human nature, which insults its woes, 
denies to it any available aid: and is, if it must be called a 
Gospel, a gospel of hostility and of mockery. The sisterhood 
and relationship of the sceptical or atheistical philosophy, 
and of the Antinomian theology, might be traced in a strik¬ 
ing similarity of sentiment and expression ; and not a few 
passages might be taken from the pages of the most licen¬ 
tious of the French infidel writers, which, with the substi¬ 
tution of here and there a phrase, would seem to come very 
consistently from the lips of certain notorious divines. If 
there be any important difference it is, that the preacher 
surpasses his brother the atheist both in rancour and in 
impudence. 

Note H, p. xli. 

By the real sciences, those are intended that rest upon 
evidence which secures the consent of all who are competent 
to comprehend it: and which therefore excludes sects and 
oppositions of opinion. If Christianity be a system of 
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metaphysical deductions, it must, of course, maintain itself 
among other principles of the same class; and must bring 
all its positions into accordance with them; or must van¬ 
quish them with the weapons of scholastic warfare, and 
must appeal to abstract truths on every occasion of con¬ 
troversy. But if it be simply and solely a matter of history 
(as to its truth) and of verbal affirmation (as to its doc- 
trines), then nothing can be more enormous than the 
attempt to bring the general fact, or the particular affirma¬ 
tions, into collision with the principles of metaphysical 
science. 

Even in those instances in which one science bears mani¬ 
festly upon another, as, for instance, chemistry upon 
vegetable and animal physiology ; or where a yet unformec 
science stands between two that are more advanced than 
itself, as geology stands between mechanical and astro¬ 
nomical science on the one side, and chemistry on the other; 
the one is not allowed to trample upon the other ; nor is it 
permitted that the infant science should be oppressed or 
brow-beat by those that are more mature. As, for ex¬ 
ample ; —astronomical and mechanical calculations may 
seem to demand the belief, that the earth is a hollow 
sphere; and chemical science may appear to favour the 
same supposition. Meanwhile, the geologist is allowed to 
collect his own sort of evidence, bearing upon the matter ot 
fact and to pursue his own mode of reasoning upon the 
probable history of the crust of the earth, and to deduce 
thence his conjectures, without being intimidated by either 
the astronomical calculation, or the chemical theory; and 
in whatever result his inductions may issue, that result 
would never be scouted because not easily reconciled with 
the doctrine derived from another line of reasoning. The 
modesty of true philosophy bequeaths such apparent dis¬ 
cordances to the sagacity and industry of a future age. 

The reason of this procedure is obvious.—An inference 
derived from an undoubted fact has no retrospective effici¬ 
ency to invalidate that fact. An inference drawn from one 
fact may stand opposed to an inference resulting from 
another. But these facts cannot affect each other circuit¬ 
ously through their inferences, as a medium of communi¬ 
cation ; for this were to give to them such a retrospective 
power. The two facts stand independently on their proper 
evidence, and send forth their branching consequences irre- 
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spectively of each other. It might happen that some 
remote consequence of the truth that 90 is to 115, as 18 to 
23, might seem to interfere with a remote consequence from 
the other truth, that the sum of the squares of the two sides 
is equal to the square of the liypothenuse of a right-angle 
triangle. But no force of seeming inconsistency could 
invest such a consequence with the power of making the 
other verity untrue. If so, then the practice of reasoning 
retrogressively, through inferences, from fact to fact, is a 
fallacious practice; and one which will not be resorted to 
by those who respect the principles of philosophical logic. 
It is not at all more reasonable to have recourse to this 
method where one of the facts is more certainly known 
than the other, than it is in those cases where both are 
equally certain. For it can have no place unless this less 
clearly known fact is first assumed to be false, which is a 
mere petitio principii. 

So long as divines continue, in opposition to the methods 
of all true science, to adjust among themselves differences 
of interpretation, by the aid of abstract principles, they 
cannot complain when atheists reject Christianity alto¬ 
gether, by another application of the same sort of argu¬ 
ment. . It must be allowed to be a legitimate mode of 
reasoning to say—Certain ancient writings could not have 
existed in the age of Nero; for the material world affords 
no conclusive evidence of having sprung from an intelligent 
Cause: if it be also a true method of interpreting those 
writings to control, or revise the grammatical sense of 
words, at the demand of metaphysical abstractions. This 
is an evil too old to pass away in a day : yet must it pass 
away; and the tendency of ail events is to sweep it, ere 
long, into the ocean of things forgotten or contemned. 

Note I, p. xlii. 

It was not to be expected that the men who in the 
second and third centuries, came over to the church from 
schools of philosophy, or schools of rhetoric, should forget 
the habits of mind they had acquired, or should deDy the 
fond wish to conciliate their old philosophy with their new 
religion. And in coming among the uninstructed faithful, 
it was natural that they should cherish and employ the 
intellectual advantage they possessed over their new asso- 
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ciates, and should endeavour to shine as learned expounders 
of Christian doctrine, when they had relinquished ie 
honours of secular learning. The style of philosopnica 
exposition which was set in the second century, has on ) 
changed names, and masters, and phrases, from that tune 
to this. The Reformers did indeed reject both Aristo e 
and the Pope, as authorities in matters of religion; an 
they turned with a sincere and manly resolution to the in¬ 
spired writers, as the only teachers cf doctrine. -Bu ey 
did not rid themselves (any more than did the Platonic 
fathers) of the intellectual habits which their education 
had given them ; and while they looked to the Scriptures 
alone, and looked to them with all imagmable reverence, 
their method of interpretation was thoroughly metaphj- 
, <£l --their rule of doctrinal harmony or consistency was 
drawn from the logic of the middle and the method 

of internretino- Scripture, as Bacon taught the world 

interpret nature, entered not the m ’ D f of °“ e tg ° f ancTthey 
The Reformers were commanding spurts, ana tney 

effected the greatest revolution in human affaus that the 
world has witnessed. But an absolute pause has since en- 
sued The church has seen, indeed, veiy many zealous 
and accomplished divines; but no commanding spirits, 
from the an-e of Luther and Calvin to the present day. 
Interpretation is now almost what they left it. Criticism 
has indeed been immensely advanced, and the riches of 
erudition have been accumulated in vast masses around 
the sacred text. But every interpreter follows his prede¬ 
cessors in the wheel-way of his denomination ; and leaves 
theology too much what natural philosophy was at the 
lime of the publication of the Novum Organum It is 
imperfectly or dimly seen, that the Bible is the work of the 
same Hand that built the world, and must therefore be 

studied in the same method. . , A ori - q i 

History is never so instructive as when single and special 

themes are pursued through the course of ages. It u 
much to be desired that a history of Biblical exposition 
should be given to the church. Not a history of criticism 
and erudition, but of principles and theological philosophy. 
It should have its commencement with the earliest Je 
expositors, among whom would be found the rudimen s o 
all the abuses that have since belonged to this depai n 
of intellectual labour. 
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Note K, p. xlv. 

Hvime was far too sagacious not to perceive, what he was 
far too astute to tell his reader, that liis argument against 
Christianity, if good for any thing, ought to pass as a 
ploughshare of destruction over the entire field of human 
attairs. It is amazing that so much importance should 
liave been attached to so puerile a conceit—a conceit which, 
i divested of its garb of philosophic gravity, is vapid non¬ 
sense, that does not recommend itself even by the ingenuity 
that often makes a foolish sophism amusing. And yet 
*uch are the immunities and privileges granted to any sort 
ot sceptical argument, that this same sophism, refuted a 
hundred times, is still respectfully regarded by writers of 
repute. The proper answer, or at least a sufficient one, has 
very recently been given (“ Edinburgh Review,” No. 104 
Art. VI.) to a new expression of Hume’s quibble, but dyen 
with a reserve in favour of infidelity, and with a closing 
insinuation against the Christian evidences, for which it 
would have been far more manly to have substituted a 
candid avowal of unbelief. The author of the book, to 

W 11 1 PM 111 thin And — 1 h * i i 


1 -logivcu Liiai must nave been founded 

■r; < O , h, ' , ;- re ^ 0n t' ia, ‘ its menu, urges the argument 
against Christianity with all the simplicity of one who has 

never been reminded, that it presses, with equal force 
upon every transaction of common life, and upon all the 
methods of modern science. The reasoning of Essay III. 
on the Fundamental Principle of all Evidence and Ex¬ 
pectation, if sound, disperses with a breath (to take one 
example from a hundred) the modern chemistry; for it not 
only proves it to be absurd to receive the testimony of 
vxnenmenters who describe any other combination of 
substances than those we have personally observed, but it 
orbids a man to believe even the evidence of his own 
senses, when a new phenomenon meetR him! Is this 
philosophy? lf not, what epithet shall we bestow upon it? 
In every case of a deviation from that order of events 

fj ( h ,dnrr h tfi hert °- 7* haV / observed > iustead of either ques- 
t omng the evidence of our senses, or resolutely refusing 

*ei\ e goo and abundant testimony, and instead of 
supposing that a dissolution of the connection of cause and 
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effect has happened, we simply presume that some new and 
unknown cause has come in to disturb the usual course of 
events. This presumption is the very instrument of all 
discovery in experimental philosophy. Every new, or 
unexpected, or inexplicable appearance (and such are of 
very frequent occurrence in a course of chemical experi¬ 
ment) suggests the conviction that an unknown cause is 
present : then follows the hypothesis which is to guide the 
way in making fresh experiments, with the view of detect¬ 
ing the hidden power. Now this process is not merely 
abstractedly reasonable, but has been abundantly authenti¬ 
cated by the actual results of such processes. 

If such a case may at all be supposed as that, adduced 
by the author of these Essays—namely, the testimony o 
many credible witnesses to the fact, that a cubic inch o 
ice remained undissolved when exposed to the heat of a 
furnace ; instead of taking the course 'vh.ch he recon,- 
mends—that of rejecting,. by a violence upon o r own 
convictions, the testimony of a hundred competent and 
unexceptionable witnesses, we, in the spirit of true philo¬ 
sophy, should first accept the fact so attested as indubit¬ 
able find should then confidently presume- not that Nature 
had forgotten her laws in that instance, but that some 
extraordinary cause was present to intercept the operation 
of heat upon ice. With the hope of discovering this 
extraordinary agent, we should rigidly examine all the 
circumstances of the experiment-should frame every con¬ 
ceivable hypothesis, and should put each in turn to the 
test * and if after all we failed in our endeavours, should 
simply record the fact as unexplained, and bequeath it to 
the next age, when perhaps a perfected philosophy may 
clear up this, and many other difficulties. 

But now let it be supposed, that the hundred competent 
persons who have affirmed that, in their presence, ice 
remained undissolved in a furnace, were to explain the 
matter, by saying that the water, before its congelation, 
had been impregnated with a newly-discovered chemical 
agent, which had the property of converting water into an 
indissoluble crystal. If this affirmation be also properly 
attested, then, what inconsistency remains ?—none ; except 
on the part of the sceptic, who had declared, in the true 
style of ignorance, that, “nobody should jnake him believe 
what he had not seen with his own eyes.” 
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IV s 8 ^ rcel 7 necessar y to apply the argument to the case 
of the Christian miracles. The author of these Essays 
admits, page 268, that our involuntary belief of the uni¬ 
formity of causation, compels us to suppose that “ the 
admirable appearances of design” exhibited by the mate- 
nai world, have been the production of an “intelligent 
cause; and that this cause is “ wise and benevolent.” 

snffiS*, t a a f 1 . ri p. s and alleges the presence of a cause 

8tri , Ct y ? l ;°P er » for the Production of the 
uusual effects spoken of by the witnesses. It is, therefore 

no longer necessary either to suppose an interruption of 
the prmcinle of causation, or to stand aghast, as he would 
nave us, between two incompatible proofs; for the wit¬ 
nesses, whose veracity is granted (p. 262) to be established 
on the ordinary principles of human nature, not only affirm 
tlie occurrence of the unusual event, but affirm it in a con¬ 
nection that renders the entire testimony intelligible and 
rational They declare that, to authenticate the doctrine 
of a future life, He who is the author of life opened the 
eyes of one born blind ; and is not this proposition as rea¬ 
sonable, abstractedly, as the other proposition, “that God 

snT e , m ey !- t0 T r> ° u occasion of meeting with 
an affirmation the only question we have to do with 

concerns the credibility of the witnesses. It is already 

admitted that the same wise and benevolent Being who 

SSAltt th llHOn at , birth ’ may > if he afte ° 

a grant it to the one who received it not then. “ Has 

he so pleased? this is the single doubt; and it is to be 
evidence ^ appllCatlon of the established rules of historical 

Note L, p. xlvi. 

To affirm that the doctrine of materialism is innoxious 
or, at least, that it is a matter of indifference to religion’ 
may startle some readers. The assertion is advanced with’ 
a subjoined condition. A philosophical system mav have 
an inherent and inseparable, or an accidental and relative 
mischievous tendency: that is to say it a* l\ 

hostile to the great principles of moral’s and religion^so as 
to be susceptible of no modification or accommodation 
which can render it consistent with those priSs T 
may produce ,11 consequences solely by some mfsinterprc* 
tation, or unfounded inference; or b/dashing with sLe 
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existing popular prejudice. Thus, for example, the doc¬ 
trine of necessity, as advanced by Diderot; and that ot 
causation, as applied to testimony, by Hume; can, neither 
of them, be reconciled with the principles of religion, any 
more than with other parts of the economy of human lite. 
They are intrinsically inimical to man, and might safely be 
rejected, unexamined, simply because they stand in contra¬ 
riety to all the sciences, as well as to the constitution and 

universal sentiments of human nature. 

But a system, such as the idealism of Berkeley, which 
leaves all relations and sentiments, just wliat it found them, 
and is in fact a pure theory , without inference, cannot )c 
affirmed to have any intrinsic quality hostile to the pnn- 
ciples of morality or religion. Nevertheless, it may happen 
that, among those who must understand whatever they 
hear in a oross sense, the doctrine that nothing exists, 01 
can exist but mind, might produce some dangerous per¬ 
plexity This ill consequence is clearly accidental, and an 
loual Inconvenience might happen to result from the best- 
established truths. Or, to take another instance :-an in¬ 
ference unfavourable to revealed religion has been hastily 
derived by its enemies, from some facts of geological 
science • and the groundless fears of the friends ot religion 
have encouraged the ill intentions of infidels. But in these 
cases all the mischief has arisen either from a misunder¬ 
standing of the facts, or from an unwarrantable deduction 

° f No w rase is parallel in the instance of the doctrine 

nf materialism. It may become pernicious by a populai 
misinterpretation, or by a malignant and ^P hl sti€|d c oni- 
ment framed by those who are ever ready to take bad 
advantage of the ignorance of the multitude. But in its 
essence, tfiis doctrine, false as it is, stands precisely on a 
level with its antagonist, idealism, and leaves all questions 
of morality and religion just what and where they were 
The question concerning the materiality or spintuali y 
mind, resolves itself into a futile inquiry concerning the 
inner form of substances (Nocum Uryanum) wine 
always indifferent, both to theory and to practice. Whethei 
heat be a diffused substance, or a mode of movemen > 
emanation, or a vibration ; is unimportant both to scie * 
and to art. Such is the question concerning the occult 
constitution of thoughta question never to be detei 
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mined, but one which might be determined in this manner 
or in that, without in the remotest degree affecting (except 
>y vu gar prejudice) the doctrines of the immortality and 
uture responsibility of man—doctrines which rest on far 
buier grounds than that of metaphysical demonstration. 


Note M, p. xlvii. 

««^?,f/ Upe i rnatUral r e “ chea iu the Scriptures not super- 

o her m H bU PreC1SU 'y l n the same w uy in which all 
interested Jt conveyed by document, reach the parties 

estate 1 B h ° dS a c reversionary claim to a title and 

state by possession of parchments, the authenticity of 

wh ch he can satisfactorily establish. C holds an interest 
n the future life, also by writings, the validity of which 
lie can prove. Ihe subject mutter of the two deeds or 
testaments affects not at all the mode of conveyance ; and 

'*7/ j®“ d C are severally called in question, 
both must defend their pretensions by the same process of 

argument; or if any abstract principle can be adduced 

of 'c d'mu '! d t e ti r ° y ’ “ P '-‘ Un ’ the heavelll y expectations 
of It. * 4 4 ‘ e SUme tl,Ue uuuihilatc the secular hopes 

ceeita fr!,m d !! licult f iu , th f ;u ,^ ,J ment for Christianity pro- 
ceeds from the refusal of the opponent to abide by the 

tablished conditions of documentary proof This dilli- 
culty has been immeasurably enhanced by that fatal alli¬ 
ance between metaphysics and religion, which theologians 

have Clncourage.d-“ et zelum relig.onis ciecum et impede- 
ratuiu. — J\ov. Organum. 


Note N, p. xlviii. 

wWl? aD ^ 1 , aborious meclj anical or chemical processes 
which die carried ou among a people destitute nf nl„, • i 

ssaas ■Msr’S 

the Ltroduc^L of r ® r l, ^ ,0 “- Now > previously to 

people, the U question 

the new principles may not be execute,! te’ i ! 
and subvert, the existing arts ? To thm quesOmi ft might 
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be replied, That the existing arts are nothing but science 
in a broken or unconnected form ; that is to say, single 
inferences from single facts, accidentally discovered ; and 
that, therefore, when the entire course of nature, of which 
these facts are insulated parts, is known, the practical in¬ 
ferences must be more in number, and more consistent one 
with another. In other words, that the result of an ex¬ 
tended knowledge of nature must be beneficial, because 
even a partial knowledge of it is so. 

The reply would be the same to a question concerning 

the utility of moral, or, we should say. Divine science. 
The uninformed sentiments of mankind lead them to 
establish certain social usages, which are found to be bene¬ 
ficial, and indeed necessary. It may therefore be sah y 

inferred, that a more extended or more ® xac * 

the moral nature of man, such a knowledge as Christianity 

imnarts will lead to better institutions, and will sugges 
better rules of conduct. Now, for the same reason that 
af uninformed people ought to reject a pretended system 
of physical science which, instead of aiding their agncui 
ture or their manufactures, brought the!!- whole industry 
to a stand; so might they properly reject a moial philo¬ 
sophy which, instead of favouring the existing good prin¬ 
ciples of the people, asserted the absurdity of all moral 
sentiments, and told the multitude that there are no actions 
that merit either praise or blame. Such a philosophy rests 
on the principle, that nature and man are at variance; but 
physical science proves the contrary; and never makes a 
discovery which does not anew declare that nature is his 

friend. 

Note O, p. 1. 

The author would not be thought ignorant of the ‘‘ Essay 
on the Equity of Divine Government, and the Sovereignty 
of Divine Grace,” or unwilling to acknowledge the great 
and perhaps unrivalled merit of the late Dr. 
Williams: he cordially joins in the praisewhicha ptnlo- 
sophic minority within the religious world has bes 
upon that able and amiable divine. But whatever h.s 
merits may be, as a profound and calm thinker, 
hardly be affirmed that he has been much more 8 ^cess f ul 
than was his predecessor and father, President D ’ 

in his endeavours to destroy the Biblical difference be 



NOTES. 


cxlv 


Calvinists and Arminians, by metaphysical distinctions, 
lhe Scriptural system of Dr. Williams may be more con¬ 
sistent than the Scriptural system of his opponents : and, 
agam, his philosophy is certainly better than theirs. But 
has he brought philosophy to bear upon the Religion of 
i exts, in any such manner as, by its conspicuous success, 
nn,W. mm ^at method of argument 1 Some, whose 

•rr?t entltled to much respect, would reply in the 
anirmative; and many would reply in the negative, whose 

XXtie° n 'n atter Y’ f abstruse jhought, ar°e entitled to 

i, e ’ The t lead ? r “ a y gather the writer’s opinion, 
hat the attempt to decide matters of Christian doctrine 
,, tract demonstration, has not been placed in a de¬ 
cidedly more auspicious light than before, by the “ Essay 

frii®overeignty. ,> It may, nevertheless, be 
true that that Essay occupies a very high place of merit 
m the circle of modern theological literature. 

The author must here beg to be excused from making 
any explicit reference to some highly reputed modern 
writers on the Armmian side of the controversy, of whom 

wien°ce d and favou 5 ab, P r » s masters of intellectual 

science, and it comes not within his province either in 

pra.se or blame then, as expounders of S’cripture. 

Note P, p. Hi. 

'l he limits of a note would be insufficient properlv to 
explain to those who may not hitherto have given attention 

onp t , h ft f- 8UbjeC i t, t i hat r . eniarka ^ e condition of all the Divine 

constitution i- 1Ch T ak< ‘ S theI " s . ubserve > b y one and the same 
constitution of parts, or success,on of causes and effects, two 

thre^ or more, ...dependent purposes. No single term 1ms’ 
*** y et > bean authenticated by the usage of philosophical’ 
mav hp Thereby admirable complexity ami simplicity 
may be des.gnated. And, indeed, the subject altogether hli 

sa — 

Hr-f »t " aa " asaftrlig 

hcally proper to each of those purposes. * P 

K 
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The same admirable principle presents itself again to 
notice in that highly complicated system of which man and 
his agency is the subject ; and it can be in no other way 
than by an illustration of this principle, that the doctrine 
of Providence can be placed in the light, or freed from 
urgent difficulties. The Divine operations show always the 
same character ; and the Bible therefore, because it is the 
work of God, is in this respect also in analogy with nature 
and providence. “Id etiam in omni majore opere Pro- 
videntiae evenire reperitur; ut omnia sine strepitu et sonitu 
placide labantur; atque res plane agatur, priusquam ho¬ 
mines earn agi putent aut advertent.”— Bacon, 

Note Q, p. liii. 

It is a matter of some importance to understand that re¬ 
lative imperfection, and consequent uncertainty, of intellec¬ 
tual philosophy, in all its branches, which results from the 
vagueness and variableness of its signs or terms. The 
closeness of the connection between theory and practice, 
science and art, will be found always to bear proportion, 
not so much to the comprehensiveness or symmetrical per¬ 
fection of the former, as to its precision and its fixedness. 
But precision and fixedness can be secured only by a 
rigorously exact system of notation ; or, in the experimental 
sciences, by an invariable and intelligible nomenclature. 
This hi"h advantage is enjoyed in the most absolute degree 
by the mathematical sciences : hence it is that the connec¬ 
tion or correspondence between the higher mathematics and 
those arts of life which are dependent upon them, is liable 
to no hesitation or dispute. 

But let it be supposed (if indeed such a supposition can 
be entertained) that mathematical truths were deprived of 
their means of definite expression, and could only be made 
known in the mode of a loose and changeable description. 
In this case the practical or available value of these truths 
would be so much lowered, that occasions would often arise 
wherein the vulgar rules—the nostrums of workmanlike 
skill and artisan experience, would be safer guides than 
those high truths ; and it would be better that practical 
men should grope their way in the clumsy methods of 
manual dexterity, than trust themselves to the direction of 
science. This never actually happens, because mathematical 
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science is rigorously exact in its terms, and invariable in 
its expressions. 

Ye “ his low . relative value, or available significance, of 
scientific principles, is always the disadvantage of intellec¬ 
tual philosophy ; and hence it hardly ever comes forward 

° r COnt , r °i tbe business of l^e, without bringing 
vith it an equal chance of deranging, confusing or mis" 

s'me thfnodr e ^! stln S course °f practice. Or, to "state the 

wdh S f h T mS ’ 80 aS to P lace if in direct contrast 
f i . T‘ eace The value of the principles of 
nteHectual philosophy is so much depreciated by the va<me- 

fin fart ;« S Slg u 3 ’- t f at - lt ca “ barel y maintain equality with 
( i fact is much inferior to) the vulgar or popular axioms 

and maxims, and modes of procedure, which have grown 

o t of the common sense and experience of mankind. In 

a 1 practical questions, therefore, it is at least as safe to 

t nl® 7 th ° Se coul ™ ou principles, as to follow the instruc- 
t ons of science. The practical man, the statesman, the 

teacher, and the divine, should do what the artisan ought 

to do, if mathematical science had no precise language, that 

“f li sxss “/..sss 

f it were asked, in what relation the principles of inteller’ 
tual philosophy stand to the affirmations of our docum^laru 
religion ; we should find an answer by recurrin” to the 
supposition, that the mathematical sciences possessed o 

tZi r;r? riable ai « ,,a - aud ^ oni y !£ X"? 

then m” tle i‘ an S ua 8 e °f vague description; and should 

Which had at wnnnai^the'en^ire coiupas^oTtliese s'^ eilCe ’ 

drawn from that absolute science. In such *1, f P f ractlc , e ; 

plain y be the wisdom of artisans and ' l W °'i <l 

to adhere, on all occasions, to the hundredr ,,e m’ """‘ft 

any thing be more unreasonable than to ^ i , No r c °! ,ld 

betweeu oue of these definite rules and - h 681 }^"^ 

j ™ utt.s, ana some vague dogma 
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of that unfixed science, which, having no determinate 
medium of expression, could reach no certain conclusions, 
and must always lie open to immense miscalculations. It 
is unnecessary to apply our illustration to the case of the 
relation between metaphysical science and Christianity. 
But if the reader thinks that the disadvantage of the former 
has here been too strongly stated, his attention is directed 
to some confessions on this subject drawn from unquestion¬ 
able authorities. “At verba ex captu vulgi imponuntur. 
Itaque mala et inepta verborum impositio, miris modis 
intellectum obsidet. Neque definitiones aut explicationes, 
quibus homines docti se munire et vindicare in nonnullis 
consueverunt, rem ullo modo restituant. Sed verba plane 
vim faciunt intellectui, et omnia turbant; et homines ad 
inanes et innumeras coutroversias et commenta deducunt. 
Again : “ Credunt homines rationem suam verbis imperare; 
sed fit etiam ut verba vim suam super intellectum retor- 
queant et refiectant; quod philosophiam et scieutias reddidit 
sophisticas et inactivas.”— Nov. Organ. Aph. 43 et 59. 

Locke has enlarged upon the imperfection of words, with 
great force and fulness, in many parts of his Essay on 
Human Understanding : the reader hardly needs to be 
referred to the particular passages : he will doubtless call 
to mind the ninth chapter of the third book. Leibnitz 
speaks to the same effect. Keid says : “ The language of 
philosophers, with regard to the original faculties of the 
mind is so adapted to the prevailing system, that it cannot 
fit any other; like a coat that fits the man for whom it was 
made, and shows him to advantage, which yet will sit very 
awkwardly upon one of a different make, although perhaps 
as handsome, and as well proportioned. It is hardly 
possible to make any innovation in our philosophy con¬ 
cerning the mind and its operations, without using new 
words and phrases, or giving a different meaning to those 
that are received.”— Inquiry , chap. i. sect. 2. 

Dugald Stewart professes, more than once his indistinct 
hope, that the project of a philosophical language might be 
realised, in order to obviate the inconveniences that arise 
from the use of an instrument of thought which was con¬ 
structed by the vulgar, and with no view to the purposes 
of science. See Elements, chap. iv. sect. 4. See also chap, 
vii. sect. 2. p. 495. 3d edition. 

“And here I cannot help pausing a little,” says the same 
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elegant writer, “to remark how much more imperfect 
anguage ts than is commonly supposed , as an or (fan 

3d edition l1ltercourse ”~Philosophical Essays, p. 207, 

But, perhaps, this great and incurable disadvantage has 
never been more forcibly represented than by a distiu- 

who so strongly states the difficulty 
th which the intellectual and moral philosopher has to 
contend that the reader would be almost justified in at 
once withdrawing his attention from a science which, by 

® < ?” fess ‘ 011 °* s ° competent a master, can never become 
scientific. See the Introduction to the Dissertation on the 
I regress of Ethical Philosophy, by Sir James Mackintosh, 
prefixed to the 7th ed. of the “ Encyc. Brit ” 


Note It, p. lvii. 

That want of a precise and invariable notation, adverted 
to in the last note, which has hitherto, and which must 
perhaps, always rest as a capital disadvantage upon meta- 
p lysical science, and deprive it of almost all direct utility 
need not impede the progress of the physiology of the 
human mind ; if this latter science were entirely severed 
from the former. For a knowledge of nature in anv 
department, may be conveyed in a descriptive form to 
which an absolute precision of terms is not essential ’ 

A science may properly be said to have passed its period 
of infancy, or to have reached a degree of maturity, when 

is no e f Ce ° f ff tS and oppositions within its precincts 
is no longer possible or when its first principles, or its 

more important deductions, are no longer liable to be called 

T" lrif ,° rmed men ‘ Thus safely be 

said, that though mathematical, astronomical, mechanical 

and physical science, may hereafter receive important S- 

ditious, they have attained their maturity, and will not 

again be utterly subverted. Chemistry is reaching or ^ 

reached, this maturity. Quite so much must not be affirmed 

of Geology. Political Economy stands perh-ms on ti 1A 

stage of hopeful growth. Far below it rests ?hat system” f 

SS wh"ch It ZT he] T ° D , real aad -Porunt 

tacts) to winch the improper term phrenology has been 
assigned. I the phrase tnfaucy is thought tobe imseem 
•ugly applied to a science so ancient as"metaphysics! the 
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author can think of none other that would be appro¬ 
priate, unless the analogous word dotage were admitted in 
lieu of it. 

Note S, p. lx. 

If the author were called upon to justify his assertion, 
that the modern philosophy of the human mind is, for the 
most part, a mere system of abstractious, he would think 
it enough to appeal to that anxious trimming of phrases, 
which characterises all the more substantial portions of 
Brown’s Lectures, and which belongs not less to the argu¬ 
ment of later writers who have disputed his positions. 
The assertion is confidently advanced, that no branch or 
physics, whatever be its subject, demands this solicitous 
nicety, or will be promoted by the use of it. 


Note T, p. lxiii. 

The reader need not be reminded, that the application 
of the word instinct comprehensively, and without distinc¬ 
tion, to all the actions of the brute orders, is a popular 
impropriety. One might as well call all the actions of man 
rational , as all those of the inferior tnbes m^m^t.. 
When an animal acts m a manner which differs in no 
essential circumstance from a corresponding action m man, 
a delusion must be engendered by applying to the two 
actions different terms. A and B are transacting business 
together, and behave very much in the same manner 
jS a has far more intelligence, and more learning and 
more virtue, than B. Shall we therefore say th at A acts 
Lnd speaks rationally, and B instinctively ? This were to 
introduce a distinction wdiich belongs not to the real points 
of difference. We should confine the word instinct to 
those instances in w r hich a course rational , as to its end, 13 
pursued by a voluntary agent, under circumstances which 
forbid the supposition that it springs from a perception or 
calculation of the connection of means and end. The in¬ 
stance usually adduced, that of the construction of the 
honey-comb, is one of the most proper that can be named, 
especially because it involves some of the highest and most 

abstruse principles of geometry. 

Though man also has his instincts, as they are not or me 
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sort which supply the want of reason (which he possesses), 
they afford him little aid in interpreting those operations 
by which, in animals, reason is anticipated or supplanted. 
Philosophical writers must be understood to use the words 
reason and instinct in a popular sense, when attributing 
the one to man as his prerogative, and the other to the 
brute as its blind faculty. The terms reason and instinct 
thus vaguely used, mean—more reason, and less reason. 

Bruto, quamvis ratione et libertate destitnto” says Leib¬ 
nitz, 4 pcenas infligimus, chm id ad correctiouem ejus quid 
conferre posse judicamus ; sic canes et equi mulctantur, 
ldque felici cum successu.” But if the brute were alto¬ 
gether destitute of reason and liberty, in the same sense in 
which the bee is destitute of both in building her cells, 
rewards and punishments could have no operation or 
efficiency. 

Note U, p. lxvii. 

The precise terra employed to designate the incessant 
activity of mind, or the constant succession of thoughts 
is of very little or no importance to physiology. Those 
phrases which have been the subject of so much debate 
among modern writers, take their sense and propriety from 
the particular doctrine that is entertained relative to the 
law or laws that regulate the succession of mental states, 
the term that is chosen must depend upon the answer 
given to the question—Wliat is the connecting principle 
that makes one thought or emotion, rather than another, 
succeed to the one which last occupied the mind? The 
tact of an incessant succession of thoughts, is independent 
ot such inquiries; and no one who attentively observes the 
manners of any active animal, can doubt that this constant 
movement belongs as well to the brute as to the human 


iNOTE VV, p. lxi 


A, 


It has been related, that a horse, pinched in shoeing 
and turned out to field, has made his way, by leaping 
several fences, to the farrier’s shop, and there presentee 
the uneasy foot to the careless artist, who had so negligently 
exercised his craft. This, if true, is something morf tbar 
association of ideas ; for that principle would have led the 
nag any where rather than to the shop where he had 
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recently been so ill treated. Ponies that have been long 
upon the same farm, not unfrequently acquire so high a 
degree of dexterity (if the word may be applied to the use 
of teeth and lips), in opening the fastenings of gates, that 
it becomes a very difficult matter to confine them to a par¬ 
ticular pasture; and the contrivances resorted to for baffling 
their ingenuity suppose more or less of a corresponding 
faculty of invention. A horse, shut up loose in a small 
stable, will with his nose break any glass within his reach; 
as it seems, for the purpose of admitting fresh air: this, 
too, implies a process of inference. The horse of the 
Bedouin, who is a member of his family, a guest at his 
table, and a party in every occurrence, acquires a degree of 
intelligence, as well as of docility, which very far surpasses 
anything seen elsewhere. But even in England, where 
the horse is a slave and a captive, and is required to per¬ 
form a quantity of labour which breaks the spirit; some 
few individuals display a sagacity that must appear incred¬ 
ible to those who see this noble animal only when perform¬ 
ing his task upon the road. A personal knowledge of the 
sensibilities and mental qualities of the horse would tend 
to abate the cruel demands made often upon his bodily 
powers by business or pleasure. The pleasure-loving and 
the busy should remember, that if a horse is a machine , he 
is a conscious machine. 


Note X, p. lxx. 

Offence ought not to be taken at the employment of 
these terms, in speaking of the more intelligent species 
of animals. The distance which divides man from the 
brute is indeed great; and that must be a most erroneous 
philosophy which would reduce it to a mere difference of 
degree, or shade of superiority. And while we distinctly 
apprehend the nature of that distinction, and keep in mind 
the elements which constitute the moral and intellectual 
dignity of man, no danger can arise from allowing to the 
inferior orders all the excellence they may fairly challenge. 
On the contrary (as the author thinks), those attempts 
which have so often been made to degrade human nature 
to the level of the brute, are best met by a strictly 
conducted comparison, which, after exhibiting with truth 
and advantage the powers and capabilities of the inferior 
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families of the sentient system, holds forth distinctly the 

new and higher elements of the human constitution. Thus 

is human nature seen to raise itself to the summit of a 

lofty scale, and to take its rank far above the highest of 

the subordinate species. Shall we say that in this method 

the paramount dignity of man is enhanced by the display 
of its relative nobility ? 

“Illud pro certo asseri possit,” says Bacon (fie Auq- 
menlts, lib. ii. c. 2), “grandia exempla haud optimam aut 
tutissimam afferre informatiouem. Id quod exprimitur 
non lusulse in pervulgat& ilia fabul& de pliilosopho, qui, 
cum Stellas, sublatis oculis, intueretur, incidit in aquam : 
nam si oculos demississet, stellas illico in aqu£ videre 
potuisset; verhm suspiciens in coelum, aquam in stellis 
videre non potuit. Eodem modo suepe accidit, ut res mi- 
nut* et humiles plus conferunt ad notitiam grandium 
quam grandes ad notitiam minutarum.” Good text for a 
new Essay on the Human Understanding! 


Note Y, p. lxxi. 

If the phrase functional equality needs explanation if 
may thus be given :-When tL stomach and^outhofth e 

are . examine(1 > the re is seen an apparatus fitted 
for the ti iteration and decomposition of large masses of 
animal substance—muscle, ligament, and bone: we find 

t lG i mechai ‘ ical structure of the mighty 
at< r, the highest degree of muscular power and aridity 

such as are requisite for the pursuit and conquest of the 

l!u?Tv ^ re ^‘ ** ere , *. 8 t * ie drst 8et of correspondences. 
f?ut these organs and instruments would be useless, unless 

constitution of the animal were in liarmonv 
^vith its bodily mechanism. Fierceness, courage, prompti¬ 
tude, wariness, patience, are the qualities that are the 
proper concomitants of such a stomach, and of such Gastric 
agents. The animal exhibits a perfect equipoise of organs 
functions and propensities. What were the chylopoetic 

X3S 3 tC S'- "* 3 

On a like principle, the high dignity and noble destiny 
of man might, with the strictest reason, be argued ii. 

conformaUon P <*™»P°udences of his physical 
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Note Z, p. lxxvii. 

When the composition of forces in circular movements, 
or the path of projectiles, or the acceleration of falling 
bodies, or when the diminution of the intensity of heat, 
according to the distance of its emanation, or when the 
velocity of sound, and a hundred other laws of the material 
world, are at once ascertained by experiment, and demon¬ 
strated abstractedly by mathematical science; and when it 
is found that the theoretic or hypothetical reasoning is 
borne out by experiment; not only is the certainty of the 
two methods of investigation established by their exact 
agreement ; but we are furnished with a striking proof of 
the absolute harmony which reigns through the universe ; 
at least in every instance in which we have the opportunity 
of bringing independent principles into comparison. Let 
it be remembered, that no possible constitution of the 
material world could have made mathematical truths other 
than they are. Whatever might have been the mechanical 
principles of the universe ; whatever the composition or 
powers of its elements ; certain curves could have had no 
other properties than those they actually possess; and the 
relation between the square and the cube in numbers must 
have remained unalterable. Now, when it is found that 
the material system actually and precisely conforms itself to 
these unchangeable (shall we say eternal ?) principles, we 
may either suppose that the agreement is the product of 
the" wisdom of the Creator, who has so adjusted the 
machinery of the universe to those unalterable truths ; or 
we may affirm that it is the result of a necessary relation¬ 
ship ; that is to say, that the mechanical or chemical law 
could be no other than an expression of mathematical prin¬ 
ciples. The inference would be nearly the same in either 
case. If what may seem the more religious supposition be 
adopted, then we may confidently assume that He who has 
followed the rule of a perfect harmony in one part of his 

work, has done so also in other parts. Or if we take the 
latter supposition, that the correspondence between mathe¬ 
matical, mechanical, and chemical principles is nothing 
more than a necessary relation , then we may, with a like 
confidence, assume that the law of relation runs through 
the universe; and if, in turning from mathematical and 
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mechanical to metaphysical science, we find an exact corres¬ 
pondence between all truths and facts on the one side, while 
on the other, nothing presents itself but an inexplicable— 
au astounding contrariety, nothing but “ whimsical incon¬ 
sequences,” the presumption against the latter will fall little 
short of a demonstration of its falseness. 

There ought to be the same sort of concord between the 
physiology of man and abstract or metaphysical truth, 
which we find to exist between mathematics, and mechanics, 
and optics, and acoustics, and chemistry. But now let it 
be supposed for a moment, that a discordancy between 
these sciences were discovered; what course should then be 
taken, or how should we decide between abstraction and 
experiment? We reply, that the abstract science, having 
the advantage of a perfect system of notation , must be 
allowed to stand its ground in opposition to experiment; 
for this reason,—that in the investigation of nature by the 
method of experiment, there must be assumed, in almost 
every case, a possibility of error, arising either from the 
faultiness of our method, or its incompleteness ; for it may 
happen that Borne hidden cause has escaped our observation 

The case is just reversed in the instance of an apparent 
contrariety between metaphysical science, and the know¬ 
ledge of human nature as acquired by common observation. 
bov the former, possessing only a vague, variable, and 
fallacious system of notation, is destitute of demonstrative 
torce ; and its conclusions can scarcely ever rise to the level 
of indisputable truth. On the contrary, the common 
knowledge of human nature has an advantage even over 
physical experiment, inasmuch as in its great principles it 
rests not on the observations of a few philosophers, but is 
attested by the consciousness and conduct of all mankind. 
In a word, mathematical and experimental philosophy 
stand related to each other, in respect of their certainty 
nearly as equations ; the difference being against the latter 
by the amount of a very small deduction for possible error. 
But no absolute estimate can be formed of the relation 
between metaphysical science and the experimental know- 

positive or definite 
expression can be given of the philosophical value of the 

former. In any particular instance it is as if, in looking 
to the data of a problem m arithmetic, the figures express¬ 
ing one of the quantities were blurred, or partly obliterated, 
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so that it was impossible to decide whether it should be 
read 901 or *001. 

Note A A, p. lxxix. 

The limits and intention of this Essay forbid that any 
exemplification should be attempted of that method of 
combined observation and analysis, of which the develop¬ 
ment of the faculties during the season of infancy might be 
the subject. The specimens of this kind that are afforded 
** by Brown (as in Lecture xxiii. vol. i. p. 514), have in them 
far too much that is metaph} T sical, and far too little that is 
physiological. We should suppose that the lecturer con¬ 
structed his illustrations in his study, rather than drew 
them from the nursery. 


Note B B, p. lxxxi. 

The transfer or attachment of the irascible feeling to its 
object takes place much later than its development as a 
vague emotion. The infant is petulant and irascible, long 
before it conceives anger against the supposed author of an 
injury. But the periods of the rise of these and other emo¬ 
tions vary by the difference of many months ; and the varia¬ 
tion indicates the character, and might sometimes sugges 
the specific method of education. 


Note C C, p. Ixxxii. 

Nearly all the descriptions which President Edwards 
gives of the process of volition (for example in the tot 
and second part of his Inquiry), are lue y • . 

large, in order to exhibit tbe mioeoce of U» predommaot 
desire and by that means to prove that the volition is ruled 
by motive, and is not contingent. But volition is not con¬ 
tingent, that is to say, is not uncaused, even though there 
be (as often) no predominant desire ; or when, after a longer 
or shorter conflict, the mind decides, not by what seemed 
the strongest desire, but by a new and unimportant sugges¬ 
tion springing up at the moment when the bodily powers 
are standing (if we might so speak) waiting for command. 
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Note D D, p. lxxxiii. 

,>]®T?n in t l‘ e J ecture J ust above referred to, and in other 
places, talks of the reasoning process as belonging to the 

very fi rst exertion of the mulcular powers. Does he not in 

Z S ~r^T tlla, ‘ is Contained iuthe 

phenomena, { We should imagine any tiling as soon as a 

The^eeturer^Tl the f ? ast to th( r fut " re «the mind of a babe, 
leads 0 “ 6 Subject of cause and effect, 

makes Zff eSt ° lmpUte * mental pr ° CeSS where *>“« 

Note E E, p. lxxxiv. 

It is very much the aim of education to cultivate the 

twl ty ° f 5 ° utln V e( { or ’ . as lt 18 called, close attention. A nd 
leie can be no doubt that this power is of hudi import¬ 
ance, and much needed in all the occasions of life. But 
the power of attending to more objects than one at the 

though far less cultivated or tlmughlof*1 l 

mg comprehensively may be called-a means of virtue 

Note F F, p. lxxxviii. 

t I') ° 1G( ^ ern times, the business of government in relation 
to the people is almost confined to the prevention an 
punishment of crimes. But this was only a branch of the 
are of the legislator in ancient Greece in Persia o rir i • 
Home. To protect, and cherish, and reward the virtue of 

the fmst^and ^ 8 P ecitic national virtue), was 

me tirst and principal object of every institution . +i 

punishment of crime was but an incidental^ affah 

position to revive m its completeness this ancient Mm if 

in tL d eg>“antic or 

the kind might not be" attem pted^^Bu t \ Us ® om< ^ hill «' of 
patrician work so to educate the f 18 a P ate,nal or 

implies a restoration of the long-lost rePT^ °? e th * fc 
Which should connect the highe'r^h^e iL^r" c^s? 
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High principles and vivid sentiments of public virtue, must, 
to some extent, prevail among the aristocracy of a country, 
if the lower orders are to be thought of otherwise than as 
a hostile power, that must be held at bay by force and skill. 
Sad derangement of social order, when the noble and the 
rich stand related to the people rather as protected proprie¬ 
tors of the national wealth, than as conservators of the 
common prosperity ! It must not be affirmed that England 
has reached this stage of political dissolution. On the con¬ 
trary, it may be hoped that a restorative process has, within 
the last few years, been going on ; and that the idea of a true 
patriotism has been brought out to view, and has received 
some practical homage among public men. 

Note G G, p. lxxxviii. 

While viewing human nature and the history of man as 
an object of physiology, it would be quite improper to 
entertain theological distinctions, or to inquire into the 
cause of those higher and more intimate reformations— 
reformations of the spirit, which Christianity challenges as 
its triumphs, and teaches us to ascribe to an emanation ot 
Divine influence. These restorations of the true and 
original beauty of the human soul, whatever may be their 
cause, take place in accordance with the constitution of the 
human mind, not in subversion of its principles of move¬ 
ment, and are at once truly divine and truly natural. But 
nutting these emphatic instances out of the question, it is 
a common thing for emendations of character, within 
certain limits, to take place (even after the plastic season 
of youth is gone by), in consequence of cogitation, and of 
persevering effort, directed or guided by an abstract idea of 

excellence. 

Note H H, p. xc. 

The operations of invention and abstraction, and, for the 
same reason, the moral operation of self-advancement, aie 
open probably to a complete analysis. To analyse them 
falls not within the intention of this Essay But the 
author requests the reader to bear in mind, that no prac¬ 
tical inference depends upon such an analysis, so long as 
the fact that these operations are within the power or 
human nature, remains unquestionable. It might, to take 
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Grandfson^ °°‘ Coro keen said to the author of “SirCharles 

honour, and embody ThatidJaTn f ™ tue aad 

The imposition of such a task ton Id narra , tive -” 

posterous —it wn„ld i,“ n k , not have seemed pre¬ 
existing faculty But insfe t0 ^ iuto exelcise an 

task, let it have been Lid f t! ° f lm P os,n g this literary 
the idea of virtue i PerSOD > “ Conceiv * 

tion and trial and fembodu fh^i tbrou £h scenes of tempta- 
tcmper. If motive Up ™ the idea m pour own conduct and 

the future rewards of < £“ ,k of the present and 

ft? as=4 k ttsSSS;# 

moreover, if the second task be more difficult than the 

to bring the infinite motives home upon the mind ^ ’ ' S 
<is it is not uGC(isrt/irv fit'cf i * . ® mind# Now, 

tion before we can reasonablv den^ SG ff 6 IJrocess °f inven- 

of fiction, having a^ffiven “ d fr T awriter a ™rk 

to effect a corresponding anaivais hef lieit ier is ^ necessary 

be required to cultivate virtue Nor Tu\ T* reasou f b1 ^ 
such an analysis nullifv tho ^ ’ i? 1 coub * an y result of 

If the metaphysician L •the demand, 
the process of self-education in tr ° ie ® olv ® d ™hafc you term 
uo sense can be assigned tn ° a ? enes physical causes; 
would discharge frouLthe n ituLTl'- ?“ afh . rmation which 
that reformation is a frequent Ivem^ m f“>. the fact » 

|o3 dLmarlTfToL mankld ^HTn 0 ""^ 

Note I I, p. xc j. 

n,e?dtog U to theT^r^AntL^ «unity of recom- 

t.he Itev Thomas Tully CrybS.A ^1%" ^ 

filth sections of that essay bear unmTVn The * ourth a ™l 

saw ;s„i ;t,?r tfr • is 
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some imperfections, may be said of a volume recently pub¬ 
lished, “ On the Work of the Holy Spirit in Conversion,” 
by the Rev. J. Howard Hinton. In this, and some similar 
works of the day, a hopeful effort is evidently making to 
throw off the corruptions of that putrid Christianity, which 
has too long poisoned all the atmosphere in some quarters 
of the religious world. It is a circumstance of much 
significance, that the cleansing energy has sprung up in the 
nearest vicinity of the evil. 

Note K K, p. xcviii. 

The correspondences between the astronomical position 
of the earth, and the structure and physiology of plants, 
are many and admirable. That quick alternation of tempeia- 
ture which is occasioned by its diurnal rotation, is essential 
to the mechanical contrivance by which the ascent of sap is 
effected. Then, again, this alternate heat and cold, by the 
chemical change it produces on the atmosphere, and within 
the plant, is necessary to the respiratory functions of the 
vegetable system. Again, the alternation of the seasons, 
resulting from the inclination of the earth’s axis to the 
plane of its orbit, is the very basis of vegetable life. The 
one system of contrivances supposes the existence of the 
other, and the wellbeiug of the one depends upon its rela¬ 
tion to the other. Animal life, in like manner, is one 
complex mass of relations to the mechanical and chemical 
laws of the world ; and if the human mind were exempt 
from such relationship, it would not only be an amazing 
anomaly in the universe, but could hold no intercourse or 
sociality whatever with the external woi Id. 


Note L I, p. cxii. 

“Non tamen inter lnec existimandum, libertatem nostram 
in indeterminatione, aut indifferenti& qu&ciam sequilibm 
sitam esse ; quasi cequaliter in utramque partem, et a 
firmativam, et negativam, ac in plures partes diversas pro- 
peudere oporteret, cum plura nobis eligenda proponuntur. 
Hoc aequilibrium usquequaque impossible est; nam si 
sequaliter propenderemus in tria eligibilia, A, B, et C, non 
possemus aequaliter propendere in A et non A. 

a Hoc ^equilibrium etiam prorshs adversatur experiential, 
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et ubi nostra inths scrutabimnr adtentius, semper aliquam 
causam, sive rationem, adfuisse deprehendemus qu?e 110 s in 
eiun, qnam amplexi sumus, partem inclinavit, quamvis fre¬ 
quenter id, quod nos movet, non percipiamus , plane sicut 
vix percipimus, quare, ports, aliquS, egredientes, pedem 
dextrum sinistro, vel sinistrum dextro, prseposuerimus.”— 
Theodic. pars. i. § 35. 

Leibnitz does not here den} T the possible equality of 
elif/tbles, but the absolute indifference of the mind towards 
them. The demonstration contained in the first paragraph 
is, like many such demonstrations, very convincing' in form, 
Mnit totally inapplicable to the subject, and therefore of no 
value. The appeal to consciousness in the second paragraph 
is pertinent, and it supposes , though it does not assert, that 
mode of determination by the suggestion of the momeut, 
which is referred to in the Essay. 

The course of human life is replete with occasions, in 
which, by the choice of one path where two or more of 
equal promise present themselves (a choice not determinable 
by moral considerations), the entire fortune of after-life is 
made other than it might have been. It is not easy to 
show why such occasions should not belong to a future and 
a more perfect state, as well as to this. In fact, to deny 
their occurrence demands the supposition of either a state 
of absolute inertness, or an immediate control of the agency 
of intelligent beings by the Divine power, or the abstract 
impossibility of both real and apparent equivalents. So 
tew elements of cogitation relating to the future life are 
attorned to ns in the Scriptures (our only guides), and these 
elements are so exclusively of a moral order, that we almost 
unavoidably take up a very restricted conception of that 
future condition of human nature, which is to give a full 
expansion to its original powers. The great difficulty of 
conjoining an enlarged conception of the future life, with 
the idea of freedom from all that is evil, leads the devout 
mind (and perhaps properly) to confine itself to the elemen- 

d^otfonalSues 4 W ‘ UCh ^ 8 athered 


Note M M, p. cxv. 

saJtW ‘ft’ I ,' erhapS ’ more inconceivable (we do not 

fcay that it is incredible) than the doctrine that the pro- 

I. 
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duction of organised bodies, vegetable and animal, is 
development of tbe parts and properties of the microscop 
seminal element. Rather than believe this, the mmdglaci y 
acquiesces in the belief of an immediate exertion ol ere 
tive power in each instance. But vegetable and . , 
junctions are easily attributed to mechanical and ehemi 
powers in operation upon the organs of life. Yet, pern, p , 
it is more philosophical to believe that the idea of difficulty 
or of facility, in the one case or the other, springs ai 
gether from the influence of an idolurn tribus, 4 
iutellectus humanus instar speculi insequalis, &e. 

The construction of a plant or animal, being e 

the immediate effect of creative power and mteilig ^ 
and the laws of the material world, the P r0 R ert te 
powers of heat, and the chemical properties of am, 
earth, &c, being supposed, then the changes that * 
place in the history of the organised body are all res ^ 
into so many relations of proportion, or q en ts 

equivalence, precisely in the same way that the mo 

of a machine are so resolvable. 

Note N N, p. cxvi. 

Brown usually misunderstands and misrepresents (not 

wilfully, but by force of his own conceptions) the sens 
his predecessors. A glaring instance occurs m his atte 

(Lecture VI.) to convict Locke of a sophism. Nothing 
be more superficial than his own sophism on the aubjec^ 
physical antecedents and consequents. But it is ° n e j 
runs through his philosophy, and to be efi 
must be followed from beginning to end of hisfour ol fifr _ 

In illustration of the principle, that a real relat '°“ h sica l 
ness or equality is the actual connection between I>h| 
events, the reader is referred to the passage luthe^ ^ 
on Human Understanding,’ upon which brown ‘ e( j 
comment.—Book iv. chap. iii. sect. 25, and this P 
with “Novum Organ uni,” lib. ii. aph. vi., vn., &c. 

Without adopting either the mechanical theories oncei 
much in vogue, and now so much contemned , or 
chemical hypothesis, to which more respect is pai 
times'r it may be assumed, as not altogether unprohable, 

that some such advances will be made m physic ^ 
as may confirm the conjectures of Locke, and. 
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realise the glowing anticipations of Bacon ; and, at the 
same time, expose to greater and greater contempt the 
modern metaphysical doctrine of causation. It is consola¬ 
tory to perceive that, while certain modern dialecticians 
announce confidently, that science must stop short at a 

scienre V n‘ll h ^ T? mdica ted—the professors of natural 
is nnrt d fT e t0 * P hilosophical modesty—a modesty which 

be nossibL^W aUd motber of invention, and allow it to 
X i'i that our successors may know incomparably 
more than ourselves. “This may, however, be a rash in- 

powers of nature have not 

all mav t" 11 dlscov f r / d - they never will); Bacon, after 
all, may be in the right, and we may be judging under the 

influence of the vulgar prejudice, which has Convinced men 
n every age that they had reached the farthest verge of 
human knowledge. This must be left to the decision of 
posterity ; and we should rejoice to think that judmnent 
will hereafter be given against the opinion, which at this 
moment appears most probable.”— Third Dissertation, hi, 
1 rofessor Playfair, Ency. Brit., 7th ed., p 474 J 

unUkethecoTl^fessmn ami worthy of a philosopher ! How 

of mind i But tlf 3a ? t J lat « 1 «“ i“ the modern science 

only among i P ‘ nt ° f - P ul ? so P h y is to be looked for 

tlie y iufluermeof rtT h0S f "V"' 8 have , been trained under 

redl and substantial sciences. 
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PART I. 

WHEREIN ARE EXPLAINED AND STATED VARIOUS 
TERMS AND THINGS BELONGING TO THE SUBJECT 
OF THE ENSUING DISCOURSE. 

SECTION I. 

CONCERNING THE NATURE OF THE WILL. 

It may possibly be thought that there is no great 
need of going about to ddfine or describe the will; 
this word being generally as well understood as 
anj r other words we can use to explain it: and so, 
perhaps, it would be, had not philosophers, meta¬ 
physicians, and polemic divines, brought the matter 
into obscurity by the things they have said of it. 
But since it is so, I think it may be of some use, 
and will tend to the greater clearness in the fol¬ 
lowing discourse, to say a few things concerning it. 

And therefore I observe, that the will (without 
any metaphysical refining) is plainly, that by which 
the mind chooses anything . The faculty of the 
will is that faculty or power, or principle of mind, 
by which it is capable of choosing : an act of the 
will is the same as an act of choosing or choice. 
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If any think it is a more perfect definition of 
the will "to say, that, It is that by which the soul 
either chooses or refuses , I am content with it; 
though I think that it is enough to say, It is that 
bv which the soul chooses : for in every act of will 
whatsoever, the mind chooses one thing rather 
than another; it chooses something rather than 
the contrary, or rather than the want or non¬ 
existence of that thing. So, in every act of refusal, 
the mind chooses the absence of the thing refused ; 
the positive and the negative are set before the 
mind for its choice, and it chooses the negative ; 
and the mind’s making its choice in that case is 
property the act of the will ; the will s determining 
between the two is a voluntary determining, but 
that is the same thing as making a choice. So 
that whatever names we call the act of the will 
by, choosing, refusing, approving, disapprov¬ 
ing, liking, disliking, embracing, rejecting, de¬ 
termining. directing , commanding, forbidding, 
inclining, or bein g averse, a being pleased or dis¬ 
pleased with; all may be reduced to this of 
choosing . For the soul to act voluntarily, is 

evermore to act electively. 

Mr. Locke* says, “ The will signifies nothing 

but a power or ability to prefer or chooser And 
in the foregoing page says, “The word preferring 
seems best to express the act of volition ; ” but 
adds, that “ it does not precisely ; for (says he), 
though a man would prefer flying to walking, yet 
who can say he ever wills it ?*’ But the instance 
he mentions does not prove that there is anything 
else in willing but merely preferring ; for it 
should be considered what is the next and imme- 

* Human Understanding. Edit. 7, Vol. I., p- 197. 
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diate object of the will, with respect to a man’s 
walking, or any other external action ; which is, 
not being removed from one place to another, on 
the earth or through the air—these are remoter 
objects of preference—but such or such an imme¬ 
diate exertion of himself. The thing nextly chosen 
or preferred when a man wills to walk, is, not his 
being removed to such a place where he would be, 
but such an exertion and motion of his legs and 
feet, &c., in order to it. And his willing such an 
alteration in his body in the present moment, is 
nothing else but his choosing or preferring such 
an alteration in his body at such a moment, or his 
liking it better than the forbearance of it. And 
God has so made and established the human nature, 
the soul being united to a body in proper state, 
that the soul preferring or choosing such an 
immediate exertion or alteration of the body, 
such an alteration instantaneously follows. There 
is nothing else in the actions of my mind, that I am 
conscious, of while X walk, but only my preferring 
or choosing, through successive moments, that 
there should be such alterations of my external 
sensations and motions, together with a concurring 
habitual expectation that it will be so ; having 
ever found by experience, that on such an imme¬ 
diate preference, such sensations and motions do 
actually instantaneously and constantly arise. But 
it is not so in the case of flying ; though a man 
may be said remotely to choose or prefer flying, 

or prefer, incline to, or 
desire, under circumstances in view, any immediate 
exertion of the members of his body i/orfS to £ 
because he has no expectation that he should obtain 
the desired end by any such exertion; and he does 
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not prefer or incline to any bodily exertion or 
effort under this apprehended circumstance, ot its 
being wholly in vain. So that if we carefully 
distinguish the proper objects of the several acts 
of the will, it will not appear, by this and such 
like instances, that there is any difference between 
volition and preference ; or that a man s choosing, 
liking best, or being best pleased with a thing, are 
not the same with his willing that thing ; as they 
seem to be according to those general and more 
natural motions of men, according to which lan¬ 
guage is formed. Thus, an act of the will is 
commonly expressed by its phasing a rwan to do 
£hus or thus ; and a man doing as he wills, and 
doing as he phases, are the same thing m common 

8P Mr 1 Locke * says, “ The will is perfectly distin¬ 
guished from desire, which in the very same action 
may have a quite contrary tendency from that 
which our wills set us upon. A man (says he) 
whom I cannot deny, may oblige me to use per¬ 
suasions to another, which, at the same time 1 am 
speaking, I may wish may not prevail on him. 
In this case, it is plain the will and desire run 
counter.” I do not suppose that will and desire 
are words of precisely the same signification : wM 
seems to be a word of a more general signification, 
extending to things present and absent. Desire 
respects something absent. I may prefer mv pre¬ 
sent situation and posture, suppose sitting s , 
having my eyes open, and so may will 1 . 
yet I cannot think they are so entirely distinct, 
"hat they can ever be properly said to run coun 
1 man never, in any instance, wills anything co 

* Human Understanding, VoL I., PP- 208, 204. 
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trary to his desires, or ’desires anything contrary 
to his will. The forementioned instance, which 
Mr. Locke produces, does not prove that he ever 
does. He may, on some consideration or other, 
will to utter speeches which have a tendency to 
persuade another, and still may desire that they 
may not persuade him ; but yet his will and desire 
do not run counter at all; the thing which he 
wills, the very same he desires; and he does not 
Avill a thing, and desire the contrary, in any 
particular. In this instance, it is not carefully 
observed what is the thing willed, and what is the 
thing desired : if it were, it would be found that 
will and desire do not clash in the least. The 
thing willed on some consideration, is to utter such 
words; and certainly, the same consideration so 
influences him, that he does not desire the con- 
trary ; all things considered, he chooses to utter 
such words, and does not desire not to utter them. 
And so as to the thing which Mr. Locke speaks of 
as desired, viz., That the words, though they tend 
to persuade, should not he effectual to that end • 
his will is not contrary to this ; he does not will 
that they should be effectual, but rather wills that 
they should not, as he desires. In order to prove 
that the will and desire may run counter, it should 
be shown that they may be contrary one to the 
other in the same thing, or with respect to the 
very same object of will or desire : hut here the 
objects are two ; and in each, taken by themselves, 
th e will and desire agree. And it is no wonder 
that they should not agree in different things 
however little distinguished they are in their 
nature. The will may not agree with the will, 
nor desire agree with desire, in different things. 
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As in this very instance which Mr. Locke mentions, 
a person may, on some consideration, desire to use 
persuasions, and at the same time may desire they 
may not prevail; but yet nobody will say, that 
desire runs counter to desire , or that this proves 
that desire is perfectly a distinct thing from desire. 
The like might be observed of the other instance 
Mr. Locke produces, of a man’s desiring to be 

eased of pain, &c. 

But not to dwell any longer on this, whether 
desire and will , and whether preference and voli¬ 
tion, be precisely the same things or no ; yet, I 
trust it will be allowed by all, that in every act of 
will there is an act of choice ; that in every volition 
there is a preference, or a prevailing inclination of 
the soul, whereby the soul, at that instant, is out of 
a state of perfect indifference, with respect to the 
direct object of the volition. So that in every act, 
or going forth of the will, there is some prepondera- 
tion of the mind or inclination one way rather than 
another; and the soul had rather have or do one 
thing than another, or than not to have or do that 
thing ; and that there, where there is absolutely no 
preferring or choosing, but a perfect continuing 
equilibrium, there is no volition. 

SECTION II. 

CONCERNING THE DETERMINATION OF THE WILL. 

By determining the will , if the phrase be used 
with any meaning, must be intended, causing t a 

the act of the will or choice should be thus , and no 

otherwise: and the will is said to be determine , 
when, in consequence of some action or influence, 
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its choice is directed to, and fixed upon, a particular 
object. As, when we speak of the determination 
of motion, we mean causing the motion of the 
body to be such a way, or in such a direction, 
rather than another. 

To talk of the determination of the will, sup¬ 
poses an effect which must have a cause. If the 
will be determined, there is a determiner. This 
must be supposed to be intended even by them 
that say the will determines itself. If it be so, 
the will is both determiner and determined ; it is 
a cause that acts and produces effects upon itself, 
and is the object of its own influence and action. 

With respect to that grand inquiry, What deter¬ 
mines the will t it would be very tedious and un¬ 
necessary at present to enumerate and examine all 
the various opinions which have been advanced 
concerning this matter; nor is it needful that I 
should enter into a particular disquisition of all 
points debated in disputes on that question, 
Whether the will always follows the last dictate of 
the understanding. It is sufficient to my present 
purpose to say, It is that motive which , as it stands 
in tloe view of the mind , is the strongest , that 
determines the will: but it may be necessary that 
I should a little explain my meaning in thisJ 
By motive , I mean the whole of that which 
moves, excites, or invites, the mind to volition, 
whether that be one thing singly, or many things 
conjunctly. Many particular things may concur 
and unite their strength to induce the mind ; and 
when it is so, all together are, as it were, one 
complex motive. And when I speak of the 
strongest motive , I have respect to the strength 
of the whole that operates to induce to a particular 
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act of volition, whether that be the strength of one 
thing alone, or of many together. 

Whatever is a motive, in this sense, must he 
something that is extant in the view or apprehen¬ 
sion of the understanding , or perceiving faculty. 
Nothing can induce or invite the mind to will 
or act anything, any further than it is perceived, 
or is some way or other in the mind’s view ; for 
what is wholly unperceived, and perfectly out of 
tho mind’s view, cannot affect the mind at all. 
It is most evident, that nothing is in the mind, 
or reaches it, or takes any hold of it, any other¬ 
wise than as it is perceived or thought of. 

And I think it must also be allowed by all, 
that everything that is properly called a motive, 
excitement, or inducement, to a perceiving, willing 
agent, has some sort and degree of tendency or 
advantage to move or excite the will, previous to 
the effect, or to the act of the will excited. This 
previous tendency of the motive is what I call 
the strength of the motive. That motive which 
has a less degree of previous advantage or ten¬ 
dency to move the will, or that appears less 
inviting, as it stands in the view of the mind, is 
what I call a weaker motive. On the contrary, 
that which appears most inviting, and has, by 
what appears concerning it to the understanding 
or apprehension, the greatest degree of previous 
tendency to excite and induce the choice, is what 
I call the strongest motive. And in this sense, 

I suppose the will is always determined by the 

strongest motive. . . A 

Things that exist in the view of the mina, 

have their strength, tendency, or advantage, to 
move or excite its will, from many things apper- 
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taming to the nature and circumstances of the 
tiling viewed , the nature and circumstances of the 
mind that views, and the degree and manner of 
its view ; which it would perhaps be hard to make 
a perfect enumeration of. But so much I think 
may be determined in general, without room for 
controversy, that whatever is perceived or appre¬ 
hended by an intelligent and voluntary agent, which 
has the nature and influence of a motive to volition 
or choice, is considered or viewed as good ; nor 
has it any tendency to invite or engage the election 
of the soul in any further degree than it appears 
such. For to say otherwise, would be to say, That 
things that appear have a tendency by the appear¬ 
ance they make to engage the mind to elect them 
some other way than by their appearing eligible 
to it, which is absurd ; and therefore it must be 
true, in some sense, that the will always is as the 
greatest apparent good is. But only, for the ri«ht 
understanding of this, two things must be well 
and distinctly observed. 

1. It must be observed in what sense I use the 
term good: namely, as of the same import with 
agreeable . do appear good to the mind, as I use 
the phrase, is the same as to appear agreeable or 
seem phasing to the mind. Certainly, nothing 
appears inviting and eligible to the mind, or 
tending to engage its inclination and choice, con- 
sidered as evil or disagreeable; nor, indeed, as 
'indifferent, and neither agreeable nor disagree¬ 
able. But if it tends to draw the inclination and 
move the will it must be under the notion of that 
w nch suits the mind. And therefore that must 
Lave the greatest tendency to attract and engage 
it, which, as it stands in the mind’s view, suits it 
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best and pleases it most; and in that sense is the 
greatest apparent good: to say otherwise, is little, 
if anything, short of a direct and plain contra¬ 
diction. 

The word good, in this sense, includes in its 
signification the removal or avoiding of evil, or 
of that which is disagreeable and uneasy. It is 
agreeable and pleasing to avoid what is disagree¬ 
able and displeasing, and to have uneasiness re¬ 
moved. So that here is included what Mr. Locke 
supposes determines the will. For when he 
speaks of uneasiness as determining the will, he 
must be understood as supposing that the end or 
aim which governs in the volition or act of pre¬ 
ference, is the avoiding or removal of that uneasi¬ 
ness ; and that is the same thing as choosing and 
seeking what is more easy and agreeable. 

2. When I say the will is as the greatest appa¬ 
rent good is, or (as I have explained it) that voli¬ 
tion has always for its object the thing which 
appears most agreeable, it must be carefully ob¬ 
served, to avoid confusion and needless objection, 
that I speak of the direct and immediate object 
of the act of volition, and not some object that 
the act of will has not an immediate, but only an 
indirect and remote, respect to. Many acts of 
volition have some remote relation to an object 
that is different from the thing most immediately 
willed and chosen. Thus, when a drunkard has 
his liquor before him, and he has to choose 
whether to drink it or no, the proper and imme¬ 
diate objects about which his present volition is 
conversant, and between which his choice now 
decides, are his own acts in drinking the liquor or 
letting it alone; and this will certainly be done 
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according to what, in the present view of his 

mind, taken in the whole of it, is most agreeable 

to him. If he chooses or wills to drink it, and 

not to let it alone, then this action, as it stands in 

the view of his mind, with all that belong to its 

appearance there, is more agreeable and pleasing 
than letting it alone. 1 

But the objects to which this act of volition 
may relate more remotely, and between which 
his choice may determine more indirectly, are tho 
present pleasure the man expects by drinking, and 
the future misery which he judges will be the 
consequence of it: he may judge that this future 
misery, when it comes, will be more disagreeable 
and unpleasant than refraining from drinking 
now would be But these two things are not the 
proper objects that the act of volition spoken of 
is nextly conversant about. For the act of will 
spoken of, is concerning present drinking or for¬ 
bearing to drink. If he wills to drink then 

win ° af l 18 /^l- PI ' 0per ° bj0Ct ° f the act of 

11, and drinking, on some account or other 

W aP T P f I 1 " 8 T St a « reeable to him. and suits him 
best. If he chooses to refrain, then refraining is 

the immediate object of his will, and is most 

pleasing to him If in the choice he makes in 

the case, he prefers a present pleasure to a future 

advantage, which he judges will be greater when 

it comes, then a lesser present pleasure appears 
more agreeable to him than a greater nr l PP f 
at a distance. If, on the contrary, a futufo 
advantage is preferred, then that appears most 

agreeable, and suits him best. And so still the 
present volition is as the t , 

at present is. S ^ a PP arent good 


M 
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I have rather chosen to express myself thus, 
that the will always is as the greatest apparent good, 
or as what appears most agreeable is, than to say 
that the will is determined by the greatest apparent 
good, or by what seems most agreeable; because 
an appearing most agreeable or pleasing to the 
mind, and the mind’s preferring and choosing, 
r S eem hardly to be properly and perfectly distinct. 
If strict propriety of speech he insisted on, it may 
more properly be said, that the voluntary action 
which is the immediate consequence and fruit of 
the mind’s volition or choice, is determined by that 
which appears most agreeable, than the preference 
or choice itself; but that the act of volition itself 
is always determined by that, in or about the 
mind’s view of the object, which causes it to 
appear most agreeable. I say in or about the 
mind’s view of the object, because what has in¬ 
fluence to render an object in view agreeable, is 
not only what appears in the object viewed, but 
also the manner of the view, and the state and 
circumstances of the mind that views. Particu¬ 
larly to enumerate all things pertaining to the 
mind’s view of the objects of volition, which have 
influence in their appearing agreeable to the 
mind, would be a matter of no small difficulty, 
and might require a treatise by itself, and is not 
necessary to my present purpose. I shall there¬ 
fore only mention some things in general. 

I. One thing that makes an object proposed to 
choice agreeable, is the apparent nature and 
circumstances of the object And there are 
various things of this sort, that have a hand in 
rendering the object more or less agreeable; as. 

1. That which appears in the object, whic 
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renders it beautiful and pleasant, or deformed and 
irksome to the mind, viewing it as it is in itself. 

2. The apparent degree of pleasure or trouble 
attending the object, or the consequence of it. 
ouch concomitants and consequents being viewed 
as circumstances of the objects, are to be considered 
as belonging to it, and as it were parts of it; as it 

choice m tile m ^ n< ^ s v * ew > as a proposed object of 

3. The ajyparent state of the pleasure or trouble 
that appears, with respect to distance of time • 
being either nearer or farther off. It is a thin^ 
m itself agreeable to the mind, to have pleasure 
speedily and disagreeable to have it delayed : so 
that if there be two equal degrees of pleasure set 
in the mind s view, and all other things are equal, 
but only one is beheld as near, and the other far 

?5l’i * he “ earer a PP e ar most agreeable, and so 

of C W° S< :\ Becaus e, though the agreeableness 
of the objects be exactly equal, as viewed in them- 

on J eS f n0 t aS - Vlewed in their circumstances : 

one of them having the additional agreeableness 
oi the circumstance of nearness. 

II. Another thing that contributes to the agree¬ 
ableness of an object of choice, as it stands in the 
mind s view, is the manner of the view. If the 
object be something which appears connected 
with future pleasure, not only will the degree of 
apparent pleasure have influence, but alfo the 
manner of the view, especially in two respects. 

1. VVith respect to the degree of judgment or 
firmness of assent, with which the mind judges 
the pleasure to be future. Because it is more 
agreeable to have a certain happiness than an 
uncertain one; and a pleasure $53 ™ 
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probable, all other things being equal, is more 
agreeable to the mind than that which is viewed 

as less probable. . 

2 With respect to the degree of the idea ot the 

future pleasure. With regard to things which are 
the subject of our thoughts, either past, present, 
or future, we have much more of an idea or appre¬ 
hension of some things than others ; that is, our 
idea is much more clear, lively, and strong. Thus, 
the ideas we have of sensible things by immediate 
sensation, are usually m-.ich more lively than those 
we have by mere imagination, or by contemplation 
of them when absent. My idea of the sun when 
I look upon it, is more vivid than when I only 
think of it. Our idea of the sweet relish of a 
delicious fruit is usually stronger when we taste 
it, than when we only imagine it. And some¬ 
times, the idea we have of things by contemplation 
is much stronger and clearer than at other times. 
Thus, a man at one time has a much stronger idea 
of the pleasure which is to be enjoyed in eating 
some sort of food that he loves than at another. 
Now the degree, or strength of the idea or sense 
that men have of future good or evil, is one thing 
that has great influence on their minds to excite 
choice or volition. When of two kinds of future 
pleasure, which the mind considers of, and are 
presented for choice, both are supposed exactly 
equal by the judgment, and both equally certain, 
and all other things are equal, but only one o 
them is what the mind has a far more lively sense o 
than of the other ; this has the greatest advan age 
by far to affect and attract the mind, and. move 
the will. It is now more agreeable to the 
to take the pleasure it has a strong and y 
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sense of, than that which it has only a faint idea 
of: the view of the former is attended with the 
strongest appetite, and the greatest uneasiness 
attends the want of it ; and it is agreeable to the 
mind to have uneasiness removed, and its appetite 
gratified. And if several future enjoyments are 
presented together, as competitors for the choice 
of the mind, some of them judged to be greater, 
and others less, the mind also having a greater 
sense and more lively idea of the good of some of 
them, and of others a less ; and some are viewed 
as of greater certainty or probability than others, 
and those enjoyments that appear most agreeable 
in one of these respects, appear least so in others ; 
in this case, all other things being equal, the 
agreeableness of a proposed object of choice will 
be in a degree some way compounded of the degree 
of good supposed by the judgment, the degree of 
apparent probability or certainty of that good, and 
the degree of the view or sense, or liveliness of 
the idea the mind has of that good ; because all 
together concur to constitute the degree in which 
the object appears at present agreeable; and 
accordingly, volition will be determined. 

I might further observe, the state of the mind 
that views a proposed object of choice, is another 
thing that contributes to the agreeableness or dis¬ 
agreeableness of that object: the particular temper 
which the mind has by nature, or that has been 
introduced and established by education, example, 
custom, or some other means, or the frame or state 
that the mind is in on a particular occasion. That 
object which appears agreeable to one, does not so 
to another ; and the same object does not always 
appear alike agreeable to the same person at dif- 
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ferent times. It is most agreeable to some men 
to follow their reason, and to others to follow their 
appetites : to some men it is more agreeable to 
deny a vicious inclination than to gratify it, others 
it suits best to gratify the vilest appetites. It is 
more disagreeable to some men than others to 
counteract a former resolution. In these respects, 
and many others which might be mentioned, dif¬ 
ferent things will be most agreeable to different 
persons; and not only so, but to the same persons 

at different times. . 

But possibly it is needless and improper to 

mention the frame and state of the mind, as a 
distinct ground of the agreeableness of objects 
from the other two mentioned before; viz., the 
apparent nature and circumstances of the objects 
viewed, and the manner of the view : perhaps, if 
we strictly consider the matter, the different temper 
and state of the mind makes no alteration as to the 
agreeableness of objects any other way, than as it 
makes the objects themselves appear differently 
beautiful or deformed, having apparent pleasure 
or pain attending them ; and, as it occasions the 
manner of the view to be different, causes the idea 
of beauty or deformity, pleasure or uneasiness, to 

be more or less lively. 

However, I think so much is certain, that voli¬ 
tion, in no one instance that can be mentioned, is 
otherwise than the greatest apparent good is, .in 
the manner which has been explained. The choice 
of the mind never departs from that which, at 
that time, and with respect to the direct and 
immediate objects of that decision of the mind, 
appears most agreeable and pleasing, all things 
considered. If the immediate objects of the will 
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are a man’s own actions, then those actions which 
appear most agreeable to him he wills. If it be 
now most agreeable to him, all things considered, 
to walk, then he now wills to walk. If it be now, 
upon the whole of what at present appears to him, 
most agreeable to speak, then he chooses to speak ; 
if it suits him best to keep silence, then he chooses 
to keep silence. There is scarcely a plainer and 
more universal dictate of the sense and experience 
of mankind, than that when men act voluntarily, 
and do what they please, then they do what suits 
them best, or what is most agreeable to them. To 
say that they do what they please, or what pleases 
them, but yet do not do what is agreeable to them, 
is the same thing as to say they do what they 
please, but do not act their pleasure ; and that is 
to say, that they do what they please, and yet do 
not do what they please. 

It appears from these things, that in some sense 
the will always follows the last dictate of the un¬ 
derstanding ; but then the understanding must 
be taken in a large sense, as including the whole 
faculty of perception or apprehension, and not 
merely what is called reason or judgment. If by 
the dictate of the understanding is meant what 
reason declares to be best, or most for the person’s 
happiness, taking in the whole of its duration, it 
is not true that the will always follows the last 
dictate of the understanding. Such a dictate of 
reason is quite a different matter from things 
appearing now most agreeable ; all things being 
put together which pertain to the mind’s present 
perceptions, apprehensions, or ideas, in any respect. 
Although that dictate of reason, when it takes 
place, is one thing that is put into the scales, and 
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is to be considered as a thing that has concern in 
the compound influence which moves and induces 
the will; and is one thing that is to be considered 
in estimating the degree of that appearance of 
o-ood which the will always follows ; either as 
having its influence added to other things, or sub¬ 
ducted from them. When it concurs with other 
things, then its weight is added to them, as put 
into*the same scale ; but when it is against them, 
it is as a weight in the opposite scale, where it 
resists the influence of other things : yet its resist¬ 
ance is often overcome by their greater weight, 
and so the act of the will is determined in oppo¬ 
sition to it. 

The things which I have said, may, I hope serve 
in some measure to illustrate and confirm the 
position I laid down in the beginning of this sec¬ 
tion, viz., that The will is always determined by the 
strongest motive , or by that view of the mind which 
has the greatest degree of previous tendency to 
excite volition. But whether I have been so happy 
as rightly to explain the thing wherein consists 
the strength of motives, or not, yet m} r failing in 
this will not overthrow the position itself, which 
carries much of its own evidence with it, and is 
the thing of chief importance to the purpose ol 
the ensuing discourse ; and the truth of it I hope 
will appear with great clearness before I ha\ e 
finished what I have to say on the subject oi 

human liberty. 
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SECTION III. 

CONCERNING THE MEANING OF THE TERMS, NECESSITY, 
IMPOSSIBILITY, INABILITY, ETC., AND OF CONTINGENCE. 

The words necessary , impossible, &c., are abund¬ 
antly used in controversies about free-will and 
moral agency; and therefore tbe sense in which 
they are used should be clearly understood. 

Here I might say, that a thing is then said to be 
necessary , when it must be, and cannot be other¬ 
wise. But this would not properly be a definition 
of necessity, or an explanation of the word, any 
more than if I explained the word ?nust, by there 
being a necessity. The words must , can, and 
cannot, need explication as much as the words 
necessary and impossible; excepting that the 
former are words that children commonly use, and 
know something of the meaning of, earlier than 
the latter. 

The word necessary, as used in common speech, 
is a relative term, and relates to some supposed 
opposition made to the existence of the thing spoken 
of, which is overcome, or proves in vain to hinder 
or alter it. That is necessary, in the original and 
proper sense of the word, which is, or will be, not¬ 
withstanding all supposable opposition. To say 
that a thing is necessary, is the same thing as to 
say that it is impossible it should not be : but the 
word impossible is manifestly a relative term, and 
has reference to supposed power, exerted to bring 
a thing to pass, which is insufficient for the effect; 
as the word unable is relative, and has relation to 
ability or endeavour, which is insufficient; and 
as the word irresistible is;r©latiye v ati^ff<is always 
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reference to resistance which is made, or may be 
made, to some force or power tending to an effect, 
and is insufficient to withstand the power, or 
hinder the effect. The common notion of necessity 


and impossibility implies something that frustrates 
endeavour or desire. 


Here several things are to he noted: 

1. Things are said to be necessary in general, 
which are or will be, notwithstanding any sup- 
posable opposition from us or others , or from what¬ 
ever quarter. But things are said to be necessary 
to us which are or will be notwithstanding all 
opposition supposable in the case from us. The 
same may be observed of the word impossible , 

and other such like terms. # 

2. These terms, necessary , impossible, irre¬ 
sistible , &c., do especially belong to controversy 
about liberty and moral agency, as used in the 
latter of the two senses now mentioned; viz., as 
necessary or impossible to us, and with relation to 
any supposable opposition or endeavour of ours. 

3. As the word necessity, in its vulgar and common 
use, is relative, and has always reference to some 
supposable insufficient opposition; so, when we 
speak of anything as necessary to us, it is with 
relation to some supposable opposition of our wills, 
or some voluntary exertion or effort of ours to the 
contrary. For we do not properly make opposition 
to an event, any otherwise than as we voluntarily 
oppose it. Things are said to be what must be, or 
necessarily are, as to us, when they are, or will be, 

though we desire or endeavour the contrary, or 
try to prevent or remove their existence; but 
such opposition of ours always either consists m, 
or implies, opposition of our wills. 
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It is manifest, tliat all such like words and 
phrases, as vulgarly used, are used and accepted 
in this manner. A thing is said to be necessary, 
when we cannot help it, let us do what we will. 
So anything is said to be impossible to us, when 
we would do it, or would have it brought to pass, 
and endeavour it; or at least may be supposed to 
desire and seek it; but all our desires and endea¬ 
vours are, or would be, vain. And that is said to 
be irresistible , which overcomes all our opposition, 
resistance, and endeavour to the contrary. And 
we are to be said unable to do a thing, when our 
supposable desires and endeavours to do it are in¬ 
sufficient. 

We are accustomed, in the common use of lan¬ 
guage, to apply and understand these phrases in 
this sense: we grow up with such a habit, which 
by the daily use of these terms, in such a sense, 
from our childhood, becomes fixed and settled; so 
that the idea of a relation to a supposed will, de¬ 
sire, and endeavour of ours, is strongly connected 
with these terms, and naturally excited in our 
minds, whenever we hear the words used. Such 
ideas, and these words, are so united and associated, 
that they unavoidably go together—one suggests 
the other, and carries the other with it, and never 
can be separated as long as we live. And if wc 
use the words as terms of art, in another sense, 
yet, unless we are exceeding circumspect and wary, 
we shall insensibly slide into the vulgar use of 
them, and so apply the words in a very incon¬ 
sistent manner. This habitual connection of ideas 
will deceive and confound us in our reasonings 
and discourses, wherein we pretend to use these 
terms in that manner, as terms of art. 
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4. It follows from what has been observed, that 
when these terms necessary , impossible , im'esist- 
ible y unable , &c., are used in cases wherein no 
opposition, or insufficient will, or endeavour, is 
supposed, or can be supposed, but the very nature 
of the supposed case itself excludes and denies 
any such opposition, will, or endeavour,—these 
terms are then not used in their proper significa¬ 
tion, but quite beside their use in common speech. 
The reason is manifest; namely, that in such cases 
we cannot use the words with reference to a sup- 
posable opposition, will, or endeavour. And there¬ 
fore, if any man uses these terms in. such cases, 
he either uses them nonsensically, or in some new 
sense, diverse from their original and proper mean¬ 
ing. As, for instance, if a man should affirm after 
this manner—That it is necessary for a man,, and 
what must be, that a man should choose virtue 
rather than vice, during the time that he prefers 
virtue to vice; and that it is a thing impossible 
and irresistible, that it should be otherwise than 
that he should have this choice, so long as this 
choice continues. Such a man would use the 
terms, must , irresistible , &c., with perfect insig¬ 
nificance and nonsense, or in some new sense, 
diverse from their common use ; which is with 
reference, as has been observed, to supposable 
opposition, unwillingness, and resistance; whereas, 
here, the very supposition excludes and denies 
any such thing: for the case supposed is that of 
being willing, and choosing. 

5. It appears from what has been said, that 
these terms, necessary , impossible , &c., are often 
used by philosophers and metaphysicians in a 
sense quite diverse from their common use and 
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original signification: for they apply them to 
many cases in which no opposition is supposed or 
supposable. Thus, they use them with respect to 
God’s existence before the creation of the world, 
when there was no other being but He: so, with 
regard to many of the dispositions and acts of the 
divine Being, such as his loving himself, his loving 
righteousness, hating sin, &c. So they apply these 
terms to many cases of the inclinations and actions 
of created intelligent beings, angels, and men; 
wherein all opposition of the will is shut out and 
denied, in the very supposition of the case. 

Metaphysical or philosophical necessity is no¬ 
thing different from their certainty. I speak not 
now of the certainty of knowledge, but the cer¬ 
tainty that is in things themselves, which is the 
foundation of the certainty of the knowledge of 
them; or that wherein lies the ground of the in- 
fallibility of the proposition which affirms them. 

What is sometimes given as the definition of 
philosophical necessity—namely, That by which a 
thing cannot bat be, or, whereby it cannot be 
otherwise , fails of being a proper explanation of it, 
on two accounts; first, the words can , or cannot :, 
need explanation as much as the word necessity ; 
and the former may as well be explained by the 
latter, as the latter by the former. Thus, if any 
one asked us what we mean, when we say, a thin<»- 
cannot but be , we might explain ourselves by say¬ 
ing, we mean, It must necessarily be so; as well 
as explain necessity by saying, It is that by which 
a thing cannot but be. And secondly, this defi¬ 
nition is liable to the forementioned great incon¬ 
venience: the words cannot , or unable , are properly 
relative, and have relation to power exerted, or 
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that may be exerted, in order to the thing spoken 
of; to which, as I have now observed, the word 
necessity , as used by philosophers, has no reference. 

Philosophical necessity is really nothing else 
than the full and fixed connection between the 
things signified by the subject and predicate of 
a proposition, which affirms something to be true. 
When there is such a connection, then the thing 
affirmed in the proposition is necessary, in a philo¬ 
sophical sense, whether any opposition or contrary 
effort be supposed, or supposable in the case, or no. 
When the subject and predicate of the proposition, 
which affirms the existence of anything, ei fker 
substance, quality, act, or circumstance, have a full 
and certain connection, then the existence or being 
of that thing is said to be necessary, in a meta¬ 
physical sense. And in this sense I use the word 
necessity in the following discourse, when I en¬ 
deavour to prove that necessity is not inconsistent 

The subject and predicate of . a proposition 
which affirms existence of something, may have 
a full, fixed, and certain connection several ways. 

1. They may have a full and perfect connection 

in and of themselves , because it may im P y a con " 
tradiction or gross absurdity to suppose them not 
connected. Thus, many things are necessary in 
their own nature. So, the eternal existence of 
being, generally considered, is necessary in itself, 
because it would be, in itself, the greatest absurdity 
to deny the existence of being m general, or to 
say there was absolute and universal nothing; and 
is as it were, the sum of all contradictions, as 
misfit be shown, if this were a proper place for it, 
iSo God’s infinity and other attributes are neces- 
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sary. So, it is necessary, in its own nature , that 
two and two should be four; and it is necessary 
that all right lines, drawn from the centre of a 
circle to the circumference, should be equal. It is 
necessary, fit, and suitable, that men should do to 
others as they would that they should do to them. 
So, innumerable metaphysical and mathematical 
truths are necessary in themselves; the subject 
and predicate of the proposition which affirms 
them are perfectly connected of themselves . 

2. The connection of the subject and predicate 

of a proposition which affirms the existence of 
something, may be fixed and made certain; because 
the existence of that thing is already come to pass, 
and either now is or has been, and so has, as it 
were, made sure of existence. And therefore the 
proposition which affirms present and past exist¬ 
ence of it, may by this means be made certain, 
and necessarily and unalterably true; the past 
event has fixed and decided the matter, as to its 
existence, and has made it impossible but that 
existence should be truly predicated of it. Thus, 
the existence of whatever is already come to pass, 
is now become necessary; it is become impossible 
it should be otherwise than true, that such a thin«* 
has been. ° 

3. The subject and predicate of a proposition 
which affirms something to be, may have a real 
and certain connection consequentially; and so the 
existence of the thing may be consequentially 
necessary, as it may be surely and firmly connected 
with something else that is necessary in one of the 
former respects; as it is either fully and thoroughly 
connected with that which is absolutely necessary 
in its own nature, or with something which has 
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already received and made sure of existence. This 
necessity lies in, or may be explained by, the con¬ 
nection of two or more propositions one with 
another. Things which are perfectly connected 
with other things that are necessary, are necessary 
themselves, by a necessity of consequence. 

And here it may be observed, that all things 
which are future, or which will hereafter begin to 
be, which can be said to be necessary, are necessary 
only in this last way: their existence is not neces¬ 
sary in itself; for if so, they always would have 
existed. Nor is their existence become necessary 
by being made sure, by being already come to 
pass. Therefore, the only way that anything that 
is to come to pass hereafter, is or can be neces¬ 
sary, is by a connection with something that is 
necessary in its own nature, or something that 
already is, or has been; so that the one being 
supposed, the other certainly follows. And this, 
also, is the only way that all things past, excepting 
those which were from eternity, could be necessary 


before they came to pass, or could come to pass 
necessarily; and therefore the only way in which 
anv effect or event, or anything whatsoever that 
ever has had or will have a beginning, has come 
into being necessarily, or will hereafter necessarily 
exist. And therefore this is the necessity which 
especially belongs to controversies about the acts 
of the will. 

It may be of some use in these controversies, 
further to observe, concerning metaphysical neces¬ 
sity, that (agreeable to the distinction before ob¬ 
served of necessity, as vulgarly understood) things 
that exist may be said to be necessary, either with 
a general or particular necessity. The existence 
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of a thing may be said to be necessary with a 
genera 1 necessity, when, all things whatsoever 
being considered, there is a foundation for cer¬ 
tainty of their existence; or when, in the most 
general and universal view of things, the subject 
and predicate of the proposition, which affirms 

its existence, would appear with an infallible 
connection. 

An event, or the existence of a thing, may be 
Said t0 be necessary with a particular necessity 
or with regard to a particular person, thin* or 
time, when nothing that can be taken into°c’on- 
sideration, in or about that person, thing, or time 
a ters the case at all, as to the certainty of that 
event, or the existence of that thing; or can be of 
any account at all, in determining the infallibility 

of the connection of the subject and predicate in 
the proposition which affirms the existence of the 

lung; so that it is all one, as to that person or 
ling, at least, at that time, as if the existence 
were necessary with a necessity that is most uni 
vcrsal and absolute. Thus, there are many th?n£ 
that happen to particular persons, which they have 
no hand m and in the existence of which no will 
ot theirs has any concern, at least at that time • 

regard 7n tbey UrG n f cessar y or not, with 

d 1 i tb . 1 u gS ln £ eneral > y et are necessary to 
them and with regard to any volition of theirs at 

the affidr’ *Vs^Th ^ aU ° f the wil1 about 
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neccss irv with n thCr /- tlle 7 Same thlD S 8 that are 
necessary with a particular necessity; be not also 

necessary with a general necessity, may be a mat or 

of future consideration. Let that b/as it will, it 
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alters not the case, as to the use of this distinction 
of the kinds of necessity. 

These things may be sufficient for the explaining 
of the terms necessary and necessity , as terms ol 
art, and as often used by metaphysicians and con¬ 
troversial writers in divinity, in a sense diverse 
from and more extensive than their original mean¬ 
ing in common language, which was before ex¬ 
plained. 

What has been said to show the meaning of the 
terms necessary and necessity , may be sufficient 
for the explaining of the opposite terms impossible 
and impossibility; for there is no difference, but 
only the latter are negative, and the former positive. 
Impossibility is the same as negative necessity ', or 
a necessity that a thing should not be; and it is 
used as a term of art, in a like diversity from e 
original and vulgar meaning with necessity. 

The same may be observed concerning the words 
unable and inability. It has been observed, that 
these terms, in their original and common use, 
have relation to will and endeavour, as supposable 
in the case, and as insufficient for the bringing to 
pass the thing willed and endeavoured; but as 
these terms are often used by philosophers and 
divines, especially writers on controversies about 
free-will, they are used in a quite different and far 
more extensive sense, and are applied to many 
cases wherein no will or endeavour for the bringing 
of the thing to pass is or c&n be supposed, but is 
actually denied and excluded in the nature of the 

♦ 
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As the words, necessary 9 impossible , unable, & c., 
are used by polemic writers in a sense diverse from 
their common signification, the like has happened 



Sect. IV. NATURAL AND MORAL NECESSITY. 29 


to the term contingent. Anything is said to be 
contingent or to come to pass by chance or acci¬ 
dent, in the original meaning of such words, when 
its connection with its causes or antecedents, ac¬ 
cording to the established course of things is not 
discerned; and so is what we have no means of 
the foresight of. And especially is anything said 
to be contingent or accidental with regard to us, 
when anything comes to pass that we are concerned 
in, as occasions or subjects, without our foreknow¬ 
ledge, and beside our design and scope. 

But the word contingent is abundantly used 
in a very different sense; not for that whose 
connection with the series of things we cannot 
discern, so as to foresee the event, but for some- 
thing which has absolutely no previous ground or 
reason with which its existence has any fixed and 
certain connection. 

SECTION IV. 

OF THE DISTINCTION OF NATURAL AND MORAL 

NECESSITY AND INABILITY. 

diiAT necessity which has been explained, con¬ 
sisting in an infallible connection of the things 
signified by the subject and predicate of a proposi¬ 
tion, as intelligent beings are the subjects of it, is 
distinguished into moral and natural necessity. 

I shall not now stand to inquire whether this 
distinction be a proper and perfect distinction ; but 
shall only explain how these two sorts of necessity 
are understood, as the terms are sometimes used, 
and as they are used in the following discourse. 

Ihe pinase moral necessity is used variously: 
sometimes it is used for a necessity of moral obli- 
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gation. So, we say a man is under necessity, when 
he is under bonds" of duty and conscience, which 
he cannot be discharged from. So, the word neces¬ 
sity is often used for great obligation in point of 
interest. Sometimes, by moral necessity is meant 
that apparent connection of things which is the 
ground of moral evidence; and so is distinguished 
from absolute necessity, or that sure connection oi 
things that is a foundation for infallible certainty. 
In this sense, moral necessity signifies much the 
same as that high degree of probability which is 
ordinarily sufficient to satisfy, and be relied upon 
by mankind, in their conduct and behaviour in the 
world, as they would consult their own safety and 
interest, and treat others properly as members o 
society. And sometimes by moral necessi y 
meant that necessity of connection and conse¬ 
quence which arises from such moral causes, as the 
strength of inclination, or motives, and the con¬ 
nection which there is in many cases between 
these and such certain volitions and actions. And 
it is’in this sense that I use the phrase moral 

necessity in the following discourse 

By natural necessity, as applied to men, I mean 
such necessity as men are under through the force 
of natural causes; as distinguished from what are 
called moral causes, such as habits and disposition 
of the heart, and moral motives and inducements 
Thus, men placed in certain circumstances are the 

subieets of particular sensations by necessity , the 

feel pain when their bodies are wounded , t ey se 
the objects presented before them in a dear 
wheD their eyes are opened: so, they assen ° ® 

truth of certain propositions as soon as the 
are understood; as that two and two make four. 
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that black is not white, that two parallel lines can 
never cross one another ; so, by a natural necessity, 
men's bodies move downwards when there is 
nothing to support them. 

But here several things may be noted concerning 
these two kinds of necessity. 

1. Moral necessity may be as absolute as natural 
necessity : that is, the effect may be as perfectly 
connected with its moral cause as & natural neces¬ 
sary effect is with its natural cause. Whether the 
will in every case is necessarily determined by the 
strongest motive, or whether the will ever makes 
any resistance to such a motive, or can ever oppose 
the strongest present inclination, or not; if that 
matter should be controverted, yet I suppose none 
will deny, but that, in some cases, a previous bias 
and inclination, or the motive presented, may be 
so powerful, that the act of the will may be cer¬ 
tainly and indissolubly connected therewith. When 
motives or previous bias are very strong, all will 
allow that there is some difficulty in goingagainst 

were yet stronger, the diffi¬ 
culty would be still greater. And therefore, if 
more were still added to their strength, to a certain 
degree, it would make the difficulty so great, that 
it would be wholly impossible to surmount it; for 
this plain reason, because, whatever power men 
may be supposed to have to surmount difficulties, 
yet that power is not infinite ; and so goes not 
beyond certain limits. If a man can surmount ten 
degrees of difficulty of this kind with twenty 
degrees of strength, because the degrees of strength 
are beyond the degrees of difficulty ; yet, if the 
difficulty be increased to thirty, hundred, or 

a thousand degrees, and his strength not also 
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increased, his strength will he wholly insufficient 
to surmount the difficulty. As, therefore, it must 
be allowed, that there may he such a thing as a 
sure and perfect connection between moral causes 
and effects ; so this only is what I call by the name 
of moral necessity. 

2. When I use this distinction of moral and 
natural necessity , I would not be understood to 
suppose, that if anything comes to pass by the 
former kind of necessity, the nature of things is 
not concerned in it, as well as in the latter. I do 
not mean to determine, that when a moral habit or 
motive is so strong, that the act of the will mia - 
libly follows, this is not owing to the nature of 
things. But these are the names that these two 
kinds of necessity have usually been called by; 
and they must be distinguished by some names or 
other; "for there is a distinction or difference 
between them, that is very important in its conse¬ 
quences ; which difference does not lie so much in 
the nature of the connection as in the two terms 
connected. The cause with which the effect is 
connected is of a particular kind ; viz., that which 
is of a moral nature ; either some previous habitual 
disposition, or some motive exhibited to the under¬ 
standing. And the effect is also of a particular 
kind ; being likewise of a moral nature, consisting 
in some inclination or volition of the so 02 

voluntary action. # 7 

I suppose, that necessity which is called natu'i a , 

in distinction from moral necessity, is so caller, 
because mere nature , as the word is vulgarly use , 
is concerned, without anything of choice. ie 
word nature is often used in opposition to choice, 
not because nature has indeed never any hand m 
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our choice; but this probably comes to pass by 
means that we first get our notion of nature from 
that discernible and obvious course of events, 
which we observe in many things that our choice 
has no concern in; and especially in the material 
world, which, in very many parts of it, we easily 
perceive to be in a settled course; the stated order 
and manner of succession being very apparent. 
But where we do not readily discern the rule and 
connection (though there be a connection, accord¬ 
ing to an established law, truly taking place), we 
signify the manner of event by some other name. 
Even in many things which are seen in the mate¬ 
rial and inanimate world, which do not discernibly 
and obviously come to pass according to any settled 
course, men do not call the manner of the event 
by the name of nature, but by such names as acci¬ 
dent, cltance, contingent, &c. So, men make a dis¬ 
tinction between nature and choice, as though they 
were completely and universally distinct. Where¬ 
as, I suppose none will deny but that choice, in 
many canes, arises from nature, as truly as other 
events. But the dependence and connection be¬ 
tween acts of volition or choice, and their causes, 
according to established laws, is not so sensible 
and obvious. And we observe that choice is as it 
were a new principle of motion and action, different 
•from that established law and order of things which 
is most obvious, that is seen especially in corporeal 
and sensible things; and also the choice often 
interposes, interrupts, and alters the chain of 
events in these external objects, and causes them 
to proceed otherwise than they would do, if let 
alone, and left to go on according to the laws of 
motion among themselves. Hence it is spoken of 
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as if it were a principle of motion entirely dis¬ 
tinct from nature, and properly set in opposition 
to it. Names being commonly given to things, 
according to what is most obvious, and is suggested 
by what appears to the senses without reflection 
and research. 

3. It must be observed, that in what has been 
explained, as signified by the name of moral neces¬ 
sity, the word necessity is not used according to the 
original design and meaning of the word: for, as 
was observed before, such terms, necessary, impos¬ 
sible, irresistible, &c., in common speech, and their 
most proper sense, are always relative; having 
reference to some supposable voluntary opposition 
or endeavour that is insufficient. But no such 
opposition, or contrary will and endeavour, is sup¬ 
posable in the case of moral necessity; which is a 
certainty of the inclination and will itself, which 
does not admit of the supposition of a will to 
oppose and resist it. For it is absurd to suppose 
the same individual will to oppose itself in its 
present act, or the present choice to be opposite to 
and resisting present choice; as absurd as it is to 
talk of two contrary motions in the same moving 
body at the same time. And therefore the very 
case supposed never admits of any trial, whether 
an opposing or resisting will can overcome this 

necessity. 

What has been said of natural and moral neces¬ 
sity, may serve to explain what is intended by 
natural and moral inability . We are said to be 
naturally unable to do a thing, when we cannot 
do it if we will, because what is most commonlv 
called nature does not allow of it, or because of 
some impeding defect or obstacle that is extrinsic 
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to the will; either in the faculty of understanding, 
constitution of body, or external objects. Moral 
inability consists not in any of these things ; but 
either in the want of inclination, or the strength 
of a contrary inclination, or the want of sufficient 
motives in view to induce and excite the act of the 


will, or the strength of apparent motives to the 
contrary. Or both these may be resolved into • 
one; and it may be said in one word, that moral 
inability consists in the opposition or want of in¬ 
clination. For when a person is unable to will or 
choose such a thing, through a defect of motives, 
or prevalence of contrary motives, it is the same 
thing as his being unable, through the want of an 
inclination, or the prevalence of a contrary incli¬ 
nation, in such circumstances, and under the influ¬ 
ence of such views. 


To give some instances of this moral inability. 
A woman of great honour and chastity may have 
a moral inability to prostitute herself to her slave. 
A child of great love and duty to his parents may 
be unable to be willing to kill his father. A very 
lascivious man, in case of certain opportunities 
and temptations, and in the absence of such and 
such restraints, may be unable to forbear gratify¬ 
ing his lust. A drunkard, under such and such 
circumstances, may be unable to forbear taking of 
strong drink. A very malicious man may be un¬ 
able to exert benevolent acts to an enemy, or to 
desire his prosperity : yea, some may be so under 
the power of a vile disposition that they may be 
unable to love those who are most worthy of their 
esteem and affection. A strong habit of virtue, 
and great degree of holiness, may cause a moral 
inability to love wickedness in general, may render 
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a man unable to take complacence in wicked per¬ 
sons or things, or to choose a wicked life, and 
prefer it to a virtuous life. And, on the other 
hand, a great degree of habitual wickedness may • 
lay a man under an inability to love and choose 
holiness, and render him utterly unable to love an 
infinitely holy Being, or to choose and cleave to 
' him as his chief good. 

Here it may be of use to observe this distinction 
of moral inability, viz., of that which is general 
and habitual, and that which is 'particular and 
occasional. By a general and habitual moral 
inability, I mean an inability in the heart to all 
exercises or acts of will of that nature or kind, 
through a fixed and habitual inclination, or an 
habitual and stated defect, or want of a certain 
kind of inclination. Thus, a very ill-natured man 
may be unable to exert such acts of benevolence, 
as another, who is full of good nature, commonly 
exerts; and a man, whose heart is habitually void 
of gratitude, may be unable to exert such and such 
grateful acts, through that stated defect of a 
grateful inclination. By particular and occa¬ 
sional moral inability, I mean an inability of the 
will or heart to a particular act, tlnough the 
strength or defect of present motives, 01 of induce¬ 
ments presented to the view of the understanding 
on this occasion. If it be so, that the v ill is alw a\ s 
determined by the strongest motives, then it must 
always have an inability, in this latter sense, to act 
otherwise than it docs; it not being possible, in 
any case, that the will should at present go against 
the motive which has now, all things considered, 
the greatest strength and advantage to excite •and 
induce it. The former of these kinds of moral 
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inability, consisting in that which is stated, hab¬ 
itual, and general, is most commonly called by the 
name of inability ; because the word inability , in 
its most proper and original signification, has 
respect to some stated defect. And this especially 
obtains the name of inability also upon another 
account. I before observed, that the word inability, 
in its original and most common use, is a relative 
term ; and has respect to will and endeavour, as 
supposable in the case, and as insufficient to bring 
to pass the thing desired and endeavoured. Now, 
there may be more of an appearance and shadow 
of this, with respect to the acts which arise from a 
fixed and strong habit, than others that arise only 
from transient occasions and causes. Indeed, will 
and endeavour against, or diverse from, present 
acts of the will, are in no case supposable, whether 
those acts be occasional or habitual; for, that 
would be to suppose the will at present to be 
otherwise than at present it is. But yet there 
may be will and endeavour against future acts of 
the will, or volitions that are likely to take place, 
as viewed at a distance. It is no contradiction to 
suppose that the acts of the will at one time may 
be against the acts of the will at another time; 
and there may be desires and endeavours to pre¬ 
vent or excite future acts of the will ; but such 
desires and endeavours are, in man}' cases, rendered 
insufficient and vain, through fixedness of habit : 
when the occasion returns, the strength of habit 
overcomes and baffles all such opposition. In this 
respect, a man may be in miserable slavery and 
bondage to a strong habit. But it may be com¬ 
paratively easy to make an alteration with respect 
to such future acts, as are only occasional and 


38 


OF MORAL INABILITY. 


Part I. 


transient; because the occasion or transient cause, 
if foreseen, may often easily be prevented or 
avoided. On this account, the moral inability that 
attends fixed habits, especially obtains the name of 
inability. And then, as the will may remotely and 
indirectly resist itself, and do it in vain, in the 
case of strong habits, so reason may resist present 
' acts of the will, and its resistance lie insufficient; 
and this is more commonly the case also when the 
acts arise from strong habit. 

But it must be observed, concerning moral in¬ 
ability, in each kind of it, that the word inability 
is used in a sense very diverse from its original 
import. The word signifies only a natural inability, 
in the proper use of it; and is applied to such 
cases only wherein a present will or inclination to 
the thing, with respect to which a person is said 
to be unable, is supposable. It cannot be truly 
said, according to the ordinary use of language, 
that a malicious man, let him be never so malicious, 
cannot hold his hand from striking, or that he 
is not able to show his neighbour kindness; or that 
a drunkard, let his appetite be never so strong, can¬ 
not keep the cup from his mouth. In the strictest 
propriety of speech, a man has a thing in his 
power, if he has it in his choice, or at his election; 
and a man cannot be truly said to be unable to do 
a thing when he can do it if he will. It is im¬ 
properly said, that a person cannot perform those 
external actions which are dependent on the act of 
the will, and which would be easily performed if 
the act of the will were present. And if it be 
improperly said, that he cannot perform those 
external voluntary actions which depend on the 
will, it is in some respect more improperly said. 
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that he is unable to exert the acts of the will 
themselves; because it is more evidently false, with 
respect to these, that he cannot if he will: for to 
say so, is a downright contradiction : it is to sav, 
he cannot will, if he does will. And in this case, 
not only is it true, that it is easy for a man to do 
the thing if he will, but the very willing is the 
doing; when once he has willed, the thing is per¬ 
formed, and nothing else remains to be done. 
Therefore, in these things to ascribe a non-perfor- 
mance to the want of power or ability, is not just; 
because the thing wanting is not a being able, but 
a being willing. There are faculties of mind and 
capacity of nature, and everything else sufficient, 
but a disposition: nothing is wanting but a will. 


SECTION Y. 

CONCERNING THE NOTION OF LIBERTY AND 

OF MORAL AGENCY. 

The plain and obvious meaning of the words 

freedom and liberty , in common speech, is power , 

opportunity, or advantage , that any one has to 

do as he pleases. Or, in other words, his beino* 

free from hinderance or impediment in the way 

of doing, or conducting, in any respect, as he 

wills.* And the contrary to libert}', whatever 

name we call that by. is a person’s being hindered 

or unable to conduct as he will, or being necessitated 
to do otherwise. 

If this which I have mentioned be the meaning 
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of the word liberty, in the ordinary use of language, 
as I trust that none that has ever learned to talk, 
and is unprejudiced, will deny; then it will follow, 
that in propriety of speech, neither liberty, nor its 
contrary, can properly be ascribed to any being or 
thing, but that which has such a faculty, power, 
or property, as is called will. For that which is 
possessed of no such thing as will, cannot have 
any 'power or opportunity of doing according to 
its will, nor be necessitated to act contrary to its 
will, nor be restrained from acting agreeably to it. 
And therefore, to talk of liberty, or the contraiv, 
as belonging to the very will itself, is not to speak 
good sense, if we judge of .sense and nonsense y 
the original and proper signification of wo ™ s - 
For the will itself is not an agent that has a will, 
the power of choosing itself has not a power or 
choosing. That which has the power of volition or 
choice, is the man or the soul, and not the power 
of volition itself. And he that has the liberty of 
doing according to his will, is the agent or doer 
who is possessed of the will, and not the will which 
he is possessed of. We say with propriety, that a 
bird let loose has power and liberty to fly; but 
not that the birds power of flying has a power and 
liberty of flying. To be free, is the property of an 
agent who is possessed of powers and faculties, as 
much as to be cunning, valiant, bountiful, 01 zea - 
ous. But these qualities are the properties of men 
or persons, and not the properties of properties. 

There are two things that are contrary to this, 
which is called liberty in common speech. One is 
constraint; the same is otherwise called force,.com¬ 
pulsion, and co-action, which is a person's being 
necessitated to do a thing contra'i'y to his wi . 
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The other is restraint; which is his being hindered, 
and not having power to do according to his will! 
Lut that which has no will, cannot be the subject 
of these things. I need say the less on this head, 
Mr. .Locke having set the same thing forth with 

Understanding!” SS " “* “ »“* » *• 

But one thing more I would observe concerning 
what is vulgarly called liberty ; namely, that power 
and opportunity for one to do and conduct as he 
w.ll or according to his choice, is all that is meant 
it, without taking into the meaning of the 
word, anything of the cause or original of that 
choice, or at all considering how the person came 
to have such a volition, whether it was caused bv 
some externai motive or internal habitual bias • 
whether it was determined by some internal ante¬ 
cedent volition, or whether it happened without a 

cause ; whether it was necessarily connected with 

something foregoing, or not connected. Let the 
person come by his volition or choice how he will 
yet, if he is able, and there is nothing in the wav 
to hinder his pursuing and executing his will, the 
man is fully and perfectly free, according to the 
primary and common notion of freedom. b 

has b< ? en 8aid may be sufficient to show 
what is meant by liberty , according to the common 
notions of mankind, and in the usual and minn™ 
acceptation of the word : but the word 

Arainian., reUgi..., aad o.her 

Calvinuta, ha, .ntirely different .S™ 

Ihese several things belong to S' ; 

lil»prtv 1 * o . ° tn eir notion of 

uoerty. i. lhat it consists in a *oU'n / * • 

P h 0Wer ln tbe , 7 ill > or a certain sovereignty the wdl 

has over itself, and its own acts, whereby it aUer- 
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mines its own volitions ; so as not to be dependent 
in its determinations on any cause without itself, 
nor determined by anything prior to its own acts. 
2. Indifference belongs to liberty, in their notion 
of it, or that the mind, previous to the act of 
volition, be in equilibrio. 3. Contingence is another 
thing that belongs and is essential to it; not in 
the common acceptation of the word, as that has 
been already explained, but as opposed to all 
necessity , or any fixed and certain connection with 
some previous ground or reason of its existence. 
They suppose the essence of liberty so much to 
consist in these things, that unless the will of man 
be free in this sense, he has no real freedom, how 
much soever he may be at liberty to act according 

to his will. # „ , 

A moral agent is a being that is capable ol tnose 

actions that have a moral quality, and which can 

properly be denominated good or evil in a mora 

sense, virtuous or vicious, commendable or faulty. 

To moral agency belongs a moral faculty, or sense 

of moral good and evil, or of such a thing as deser 

or worthiness, of praise or blame, reward or pum. 8 ' 

ment ; and a capacity which an agent has o eing 

influenced in his actions by moral inducements or 

motives, exhibited to the view of understanding 

and reason, to engage to a conduct agreea 

the moral faculty. . 1 . .. 

The sun is very excellent and beneficial m its 

action and influence on the earth, in warming 

and causing it to bring forth its fruits ; but i 1 

not a moral agent: its action, though good, is no 

virtuous or meritorious. Fire that breaks ou m 

a city, and consumes great part of it, is very mis 

chievous in its operation; but is not a moral agen 
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what it does is not faulty or sinful, or deserving 
of any punishment. The brute creatures are not 
moral agents: the actions of some of them are 
very profitable and pleasant; others are very hurt¬ 
ful : yet, seeing they have no moral faculty or 
sense of desert, and do not act from choice guided 
by understanding, or with a capacity of reasoning 
and reflecting, but only from instinct, and are not 
capable of being influenced by moral inducements 
their actions are not properly sinful or virtuous • 
nor are they properly the subjects of any such 
moral treatment for what they do, as moral agents 
are for their faults or good deeds. 

Here it may be noted, that there is a circum¬ 
stantial difference between the moral agency of a 
rufer and a subject. I call it circumstantial 
because it lies only in the difference of moral in¬ 
ducements they are capable of being influenced bv 
arising from the difference of circumstances. A 
ruler acting in that capacity only, is not capable 
of being influenced by a moral law, and its sanc¬ 
tions of threatemngs and promises, rewards and 
punishments, as the subject is ; though both may 
be influenced by a knowledge of moral good and 
evif. And therefore the moral agency of the 
Supreme Being, who acts only in the capacity of 
a towards his creatures, and never as a sub¬ 

ject, differs in that respect from the moral a»encv 
of created intelligent beings. God’s actions'! and 
particularly those which he exerts as a moral 
governor have moral qualifications, are morally 
good in the highest degree. They are most per'- 
ectly holy and righteous ; and we must conceive 
of Him as influenced in the highest degree by 
that which, above all others, is properly l moral 

o 


1 
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inducement; viz., the moral good which He sees 
in such and such things ; and therefore He is, in 
the most proper sense, a moral agent, the source 
of all moral ability and agency, the fountain and 
rule of all virtue and moral good; though, by 
reason of His being supreme over all, it is not 
possible He should be under the influence of law 
or command, promises or threatenings, rewards or 
punishments, counsels or warnings. _ The essential 
qualities of a moral agent are in God in the greatest 
possible perfection; such as understanding, o 
perceive the difference between moral good and 
evil; a capacity of discerning that moral worthi¬ 
ness and demerit by which some things are praise¬ 
worthy, others deserving of blame and punishment, 
and also a capacity of choice, and choice guided by 
understanding, and a power of acting according to 
his choice or pleasure, and being capable ot doing 
those things which are in the highest sense praise¬ 
worthy And herein does very much consist that 
imao-e of God wherein he made man (which we 
read of, Gen. i. 26, 27, and chap. ix. 6), by which 

God distinguished man from the beasts, viz., in 
those faculties and principles of whereby 

He is capable of moral agency. Herein very 
much consists the natural image of God ; as his 
spiritual and moral image, wherein man wasmu 
at first, consisted in that moral excellency that he 

was endowed with. 
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PART II. 

"WHEREIN IT IS CONSIDERED, WHETHER THERE IS 
OR CAN BE ANY SUCH SORT OF FREEDOM OF 
WILL AS THAT WHERETN ARM INI ANS PLACE THE 
ESSENCE OF THE LIBERTY OF ALL MORAL AGENTS ; 
AND WHETHER ANY SUCH THING EVER WAS OR 
CAN BE CONCEIVED OF. 

SECTION I. 

SHOWING TIIE MANIFEST INCONSISTENCE OF THE ARMI- 
NIAN NOTION OF LIBERTY OF WILL CONSISTING rN 
THE WILL’S SELF-DETERMINING POWER. 

Having taken notice of those things which may 
be necessary to be observed concerning the mean- 
ing of the principal terms and phrases made use 
of * n controversies concerning human liberty, and 
particularly observed what liberty is according to 
the common language and general apprehension 
of mankind, and what it is as understood and 
maintained by Arminians; I proceed to consider 
the Arininian notion of the freedom of the will , 
and the supposed necessity of it in order to moral 
agency, or in order to any one's being capable of 
virtue or vice, and properly the subject of com¬ 
mand or counsel, praise or blame, promises or 
threatenings, rewards or punishments ; or whether 
that which has been described as the thing meant 
by liberty in common speech be not sufficient, and 
the only liberty which makes, or can make) any 
one a moral agent; and so properly the subject of 
these things. In this Part I shall consider whether 
any such thing be possible or conceivable, as that 
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freedom of will which Arminians insist on; and 
shall inquire whether any such sort of liberty 
be necessary to moral agency, &c., in the next 

jPcirfc 

And first of all I shall consider the notion of a 
self-determining -power in the will: wherein, ac¬ 
cording to the Arminians, does most essentially 
consist the will’s freedom; and shall particularly 
inquire whether it be not plainly absurd, and a 
manifest inconsistence, to suppose that tlie will itself 

determines all the free acts of the will. 

Here I shall not insist on the great impropriety 
of such phrases, and ways of speaking, as the will s 
determining itself; because actions are to be 
ascribed to agents, and not properly to the powers 
of agents; which improper way of speaking leads 
to many mistakes, and much confusion as Mr. 
Locke observes. But I shall suppose that the 
Arminians, when they speak of the will s deter¬ 
mining itself, do by the will mean the soul willing. 
I shall take it for granted, that when they speak 
of the will, as the determiner, they mean the soul 
in the exercise of a power of willing, or acting 
voluntarily. I shall suppose this to be their 

meaning, because nothing else can be meant, with¬ 
out the grossest and plainest absurdity. In all 
cases when we speak of the powers or pnnopk* 
of acting, as doing such things, we mean that the 
agents which have these powers of acting do them 
in the exercise of those powers. So, when we sa , 
valour fights courageously, we mean the man* 
is under the influence of valour fights courag 
When we say, love seeks the* object . l0V Vhen 
mean the person loving seeks that object, 
we say, the understanding discerns, we m 
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soul in the exercise of that faculty. So when it 
is said, the will decides or determines, the meaning 
must be, that the person in the exercise of a power 
of willing and choosing, or the soul acting volun¬ 
tarily, determines. 

Therefore, if the will determines all its own 
free acts, the soul determines all the free acts of 
the will, in the exercise of a power of willing and 
choosing; or, which is the same thing, it deter¬ 
mines them of choice; it determines its own acts 
by choosing its own acts. If the will determines 
the will, then choice orders and determines the 
choice; and acts of choice are subject to the de¬ 
cision, and follow the conduct, of other acts of 
choice. And therefore, if the will determines all 
its own free acts, then every free act of choice is 
determined by a preceding act of choice, choosing 
that act. And if that preceding act of the will 
or choice be also a free act, then, by these prin¬ 
ciples, in this act too, the will is self-determined; 
that is, this, in like manner, is an act that the soul 
voluntarily chooses; or, which is the same thing, 
it is an act determined still by a preceding act of 
the will choosing that. And the like may again 
be observed of the last-mentioned act. Which 
brings us directly to a contradiction; for it sup¬ 
poses an act of the will preceding the first act in 
the whole train, directing and determining the 
rest; or a free act of the will, before the first 
free act of the will. Or else we must come at 
last to an act of the will, determining the conse¬ 
quent acts, wherein the will is not self-determined, 
and so is not a free act, in this notion of freedom • 
but if the first act in the train, determining and 
fixing the rest, be not free, none of them all can 
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be free; as is manifest at first view, but shall be 
demonstrated presently. 

If the will, which we find governs the members 
of the bodv, and determines and commands their 
motions and actions, does also govern itself, and 
determine its own motions and actions, it doubtless 
determines them the same way, even by antecedent 
volitions. The will determines which way the 
hands and feet shall move, by an act of volition or 
choice ; and there is no other way of the will s 
determining, directing, or commanding anything 
at all. Whatsoever the will commands it com¬ 
mands by an act of the will. And if i as 1 se 
under it's command, and determines itselt in its 
own actions, it doubtless does it the same> w ry 
that it determines other things which are unde 
its command; so that if the freedom of the will 
consists in this, that it has itself and its own 
actions under its command and direction, and 1 
own volitions are determined by itself, it win 
follow, that every free volition arises from another 
antecedent volition, directing and commanding 
that; and if that directing volition be also free, m 
that also the will is determined; that is to say, 
that directing volition is determined by another 
going before that, and so on, till we come to the 
first volition in the whole senes : and if that first 
volition be free, and the will self-determined in > 
then that is determined by another volition preced 
ing that. Which is a contradiction; because by 
the supposition, it can have none before i > 0 
or determine it, being the first in the train. 

if that first volition is not determined by an? 
preceding act of the will, then that ac is 
determined by the will, and so is not free in 
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Arminian notion of freedom, which consists in the 
will’s self-determination. And if that first act of 
the will, which determines and fixes the subsequent 
acts, be not free, none of the following acts, which 
are determined by it, can be free. If we suppose 
there are five acts in the train, the fifth and last 
determined by the fourth, and the fourth by the 
third, the third by the second, and the second by 
the first; if the first is not determined by the will, 
and so not free, then none of them are truly deter¬ 
mined by the will: that is, that each of them are 
as they are, and not otherwise, is not first owing 
to the will, but to the determination of the first in 
the series, which is not dependent on the will, and 
is that which the will has no hand in the deter¬ 
mination of. And this being that which decides 
what the rest shall be, and determines their exist¬ 
ence ; therefore the first determination of their 
existence is not from the will. The case is just 
the same, if, instead of a chain of five acts of the 
will, we should suppose a succession of ten, or a 
hundred, or ten thousand. If the first act be not 
free, being determined by something out of the 
will, and this determines the next to be agreeable 
to itself, and that the next, and so on; they are 
none of them free, but all originally depend on, 
and are determined by, some cause out of the will: 
and so all freedom in the case is excluded, and no 
act of the will can be free, according to this notion 
of freedom. If we should suppose a long chain of 
ten thousand links, so connected that if the first 
link moves it will move the next, and that the 
next; and so the whole chain must be determined 
to motion, and in the direction of its motion, by 
the motion of the first link; and that is moved by 
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something else: in this case, though all the links 
but one are moved by other parts of the same 
chain, yet it appears that the motion of no one, 
nor the direction of its motion, is from any self- 
moving or self-determining power in the chain, 
any more than if every link were immediately 
moved by something that did not belong to the 
chain. If the will be not free in the first act, 
which causes the next, then neither is it free in 
the next, which is caused by that first act: for 
though, indeed, the will caused it, yet it did not 
cause it freely; because the preceding act by which 
it was caused, was not free. And again, if the will 
be not free in the second act, so neither can it be 
in the third, which is caused by that; because, m 
like manner, that third was determined by an act 
of the will that was not free. And so we may go 
on to the next act, and from that to the next; and 
how long soever the succession of acts is, it is all 
one; if the first on which the whole chain depends, 
and which determines all the rest, be not a tree 
act, the will is not free in causing or determining 
any one of those acts; because the act by which it 
determines them all is not a free act, and there¬ 
fore the will is no more free in determining them 
than if it did not cause them at all. Thus, this 
Arminian notion of liberty of the wi , con.bis mg 

in the will’s self-determination ,, is repugnant to 

itself, and shuts itself wholly out of the world. 
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SECTION II. 

SEVERAL SUPPOSED WAYS OF EVADING THE FOREGOING 

REASONING CONSIDERED. 

If, to evade the force of what has been observed, 
it should be said, that when the Arminians speak 
of the will’s determining its own acts, they do not 
mean that the will determines its acts by any pre¬ 
ceding act, or that one act of the will determines 
another ; but only that the faculty or power of will, 
or the soul in the use of that power, determines 
its own volitions; and that it does it without any 
act going before the act determined: such an 
evasion would be full of the most gross absurdity. 
I confess it is an evasion of my own inventing; 
and I do not know but I should wrong the Armi¬ 
nians in supposing that any of them would make 
use of it. Hut it being as g‘ood a one as I can 
invent, I would observe upon it a few things. 

First , If the faculty or power of the will deter¬ 
mines an act of volition, or the soul in the use or 
exercise of that 'power determines it, that is the 
same thing as for the soul to determine volition by 
an act of will. For an exercise of the power of 
will, and an act of that power, are the same thino. 
Therefore, to say that the power of will, or the 
soul in the use or exercise of that power, determines 
volition, without an act of will preceding the 
volition determined, is a contradiction. 

A . 1 .11 . a power of will determines the act 
. ot the wiU, then a power of choosing determines it. 
hor, as was before observed, in every act of will 
there is choice; and a power of willing is a power 
of choosing. But if a power of choosing determines 
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the act of volition, it determines it by choosing it. 
For it is most absurd to say that a power of choos¬ 
ing determines one thing rather than another, 
without choosing anything. But if a power ot 
choosing determines volition by choosing it, then 
here is the act of volition determined by an ante¬ 
cedent choice, choosing that volition. 

Thirdly, To say, the faculty, or the soul, deter¬ 
mines its own volition, but not by any act, is a 
contradiction. Because for the soul to dvrect, 
decide, or determine anything, is to act; and tms 
is supposed ; for the soul is here spoken of as being 
a cause in this affair, bringing something to pass, 
or doing something ; or, which is the same thing, 
exerting itself in order to an effect, which effec 
the determination of volition, or the particular 
kind and manner of an act of will. But certain y, 
this exertion or action is not the same■with tne 
effect, in order to the production of which it is 
exerted ; but must be something prior to it. 

Aqain, The advocates for this notion ot the 
freedom of the will speak of a certain sovereignty 

in the will, whereby it has power to determine its 
own volitions. And therefore the determination 

of volition must itself be an act of the will, fo , 
otherwise, it can be no exercise of that supposed 

W then eitb„ 

the will is active in determining its volition, or 
is not. If it be active in it, then the determina¬ 
tion is an act of the will; and so there is one act 
of the will determining another. But if 
is not active in the determination, then h 
it exercise any liberty in it ? These send ^ 
suppose, that the thing wherein the will eoce 
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liberty is in its determining its own acts. But how 
can this be, if it be not active in determining ? 
Certainly the will, or the soul, cannot exercise any 
liberty in that wherein it doth not act , or wherein 
it doth not exercise itself . So that if either part 
of this dilemma be taken, this scheme of liberty, 
consisting in self-determining power, is over¬ 
thrown. If there be an act of the will in determin- % 
ing all its own free acts, then one free act of the 
will is determined by another; and so we have the 
absurdity of every free act, even the very first, 
determined by a foregoing free act. But if there 
be no act or exercise of the will in determining its 
own acts, then no liberty is exercised in determining 
them. From whence it follows, that no liberty 
consists in the will’s power to determine its own 
acts; or, which is the same thing, that there is no 
such thing as liberty consisting in a self-determin¬ 
ing power of the will. 

If it should be said, that although it be true, if 
the soul determines its own volitions, it must bo 
active in so doing, and the determination itself 
must be an act; yet there is no need of supposing 
this act to be prior to the volition determined : but 
the will or soul determines the act of the will in 
willing; it determines its own volition, in the 
very act of volition ; it directs and limits the act 
of the will, causing it to be so and not otherwise, 
in exerting the act, without any preceding act to 
exert that. If any should say after this manner, 
they must mean one of these three things: either 
(1) that the determining act, though it be before 
the act determined in the order of nature, yet is 
not before it in order of time. Or (2), that the 
determining act is not before the act determined, 
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either in the order of time or nature, nor is truly 
distinct from it; but that the soul’s determining 
the act of volition is the same thing with its exert¬ 
ing the act of volition: the mind's exerting such 
a particular act, is its causing and determining the 
act. Or (3), that volition has no cause, and is no 
effect; but comes into existence with such a par- 
« ticular determination, without any ground or reason 
of its existence and determination. I shall con¬ 
sider these distinctly. 

1. If all that is meant be, that the determining 
act is not before the act determined in order of time, 
it will not help the case at all, though it should be 
allowed. If it be before the determined act in the 
order of nature, being the cause or ground of its 
existence, this as much proves it to be distinct from 
it and independent on it, as if it were before in 
the order of time. As the cause of the particular 
motion of a natural body, in a certain direction, 
may have no distance as to time, yet cannot be the 
same with the motion effected by it, but must be 
as distinct from it as any other cause that is before 
its effect in the order of time : as the architect is 
distinct from the house which he builds, or the 
father distinct from the son which he begets. And 
if the act of the will determined be distinct from 
the act determined, and before it in the order ot 
nature, then we can go back from one to another, 
until we come to the first in the series, which has 
no act of the will before it in the order of nature, 
determining it; and consequently is an act not 
determined by the will, and so not a free act, in 
this notion of freedom. And this being the act 
which determines all the rest, none of them are 
free acts. As, when there is a chain of many links. 



Sect. II. SUPPOSED EVASIONS CONSIDERED. 



the first of which only is taken hold of and drawn 
by hand; all the rest may follow and be moved at 
the same instant, without any distance of time ; 
but yet the motion of one link is before that of 
another in the order of nature; the last is moved 
by the next, and that by the next, and so till we 
come to the first; which not being moved by any 
other, but by something distinct from the whole • 
chain, this as much proves that no part is moved 
by any self-moving power in the chain, as if the 
motion of one link followed that of another in the 
order of time. 

2. If any should say, that the determining act 
is not before the determined act, either in the 
order of time or of nature, nor is distinct from it; 
but that the cxcvtxoTi of the act is the dctcvTYi'iiUL- 
tion of the act; that for the soul to exert a parti¬ 
cular volition, is for it to cause and determine that 
act of volition : I would on this observe, that the 
thing in question seems to be forgotten, or kept 
out of sight, in a darkness and unintelligibleness 
oi speech ; unless such an objector would mean to 
contradict himself. The very act of volition itself 
is doubtless a determination of mind; i.e., it is 
the mind’s drawing up a conclusion, or coming to 
a choice between two things, or more, proposed to 
it. But determining among external objects of 
choice is not the same with determining the act of 
choice itself, among various possible acts of choice. 

I he question is, What influences, directs, or de¬ 
termines the mind or will to come to such a con¬ 
clusion or choice as it does ? Or what is the cause, 
ground, or reason, why it concludes thus, and not 
otherwise . . Now it must be answered, according 
to the Armiman notion of freedom, that the will 


56 SUPPOSED EVASIONS CONSIDERED. Pakt H. 


influences, orders, and determines itself thus to 
act. And if it does, I say it must be by some 
antecedent act. To say it is caused, influenced, 
and determined by something, and yet not deter¬ 
mined by anything antecedent, either in order or 
time or nature, is a contradiction. For that is 
what is meant by a thing’s being prior in the 
order of nature, that it is some way the cause or 
reason of the thing with respect to which it is said 

to be prior. , , 

If the particular act or exertion of will, wdicn 

comes into existence, be anything properly deter¬ 
mined at all, then it has some cause of its existing, 
and of its existing in such a particular determinate 
manner, and not another; some cause, whose m 
fluence decides the matter: which cause is distinct 
from the efl'ect, and prior to it. But to say, 
the will or mind orders, influences, and det 
itself to exert such an act as it does, by the very 
exertion itself, is to make the exertion both cause 
and effect; or the exerting such an act, o 
cause of the exertion of such an act. 

question is, What is T„“LTib°,‘answer 

is: The soul exerts such an act; and jat is tne 
cause of it. And so, by this, the exeit ^ 
be prior in the order of nature to 1 > 

tinct from itself. „ . Va nvDV i; nn 

3. If the meaning be, that the sou . at 

of such a particular act of will is a o 

comes to pass of itself without any , 

that there is absolutely no ground or J eas 

soul’s being determined to exert such a > 

and make such a choice, rather than anothe , }> 

if this be the meaning of Armmians, wke } 



Sect. II. SUPPOSED EVASIONS CONSIDEPED. 



contend so earnestl} T for the will’s determining its 
own acts,, and for liberty of will consisting in self- 
determining power ; they do nothing but confound 
themselves and others with words without a mean- 
ing.. In the question, What determines the vjillt 
and in their answer, that the will determines itself, 
and in all the dispute about it, it seems to he taken 
for granted, that something determines the will; 
and the controversy on this head is not, whether 
anything at all determines it, or whether its deter¬ 
mination has any cause or foundation at all; but 
where the foundation of it is, whether in the will 
itself, or somewhere else. But if the thing in¬ 
tended be what is above mentioned, then all comes 
to this, that nothing at all determines the will ; 
volition having absolutely no cause or foundation 
of its existence, either within or without. There is 
a great noise made about self-determining power, 
as the source of all free acts of the will: but when 
the matter comes to be explained, the meaning is, 
that no power at all is the source of these acts', 
neither self-determining power, nor any other, but 
they arise from nothing; no cause, no power, no 
influence, being at all concerned in the matter. 

However, this very thing, even that the free 
acts of the will are events which come to pass 
without a cause, is certainly implied in the Armi- 
nian notion of liberty of will; though it be very 
inconsistent with many other things in their 
scheme, and repugnant to some things implied in 
their notion of liberty. Their opinion implies, 
that the particular determination of volition is 
without any cause; because they hold the free acts 
of the will to be contingent events; and contin- 
gence is essential to freedom, in their notion of it 
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But certainly, those things which have a prior 
ground and reason of their particular existence, a 
cause which antecedently determines them to be, 
and determines them to be just as they are, do not 
happen contingently. If something foregoing, 
by a causal influence and connection, determines 
and fixes precisely their coming to pass, and the 
manner of it, then it does not remain a contingent 
thing whether they shall come to pass or no. 

And because it is a question in many respects 
very important, in this controversy about the free¬ 
dom of will, whether the free acts of the will are 
events which come to pass without a cause; I shall 
be particular in examining this point in the two 
following sections. 

SECTION III. 

WHETHER ANY EVENT WHATSOEVER, AND VOLITION IN 
PARTICULAR, CAN COME TO PASS WITHOUT A CAUSE 
OF ITS EXISTENCE. 

Before I enter on any argument on this subject, 

I would explain how I would be understood, when 
I use the word cause in this discourse; since, for 
want of a better word, I shall have occasion to use 
it in a sense which is more extensive than that m 
which it is sometimes used. The word is often 
used in so restrained a sense as to signify only that 
which has a positive efficiency or influence to pro - 
duce a thing, or bring it to pass. But there are 
many things which have no such positive produc¬ 
tive influence, which yet are causes in that respect, 
that they have truly the nature of a ground or 
reason why some things are, rather than others; 
or why they are as they are, rather than otherwise. 
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Ihus, the absence of the sun in the night is not 
the cause of the falling of the dew at that time, 
in the same manner as its beams are the cause of 
the ascending of the vapours in the daytime; and 
its withdrawment in the winter is not in the same 
manner the cause of the freezing of the waters, as 
its approach m the spring is the cause of their 
thawmg. 13ut yet the withdrawment or absence 
of the sun is an antecedent, with which these 
enects in the night and winter are connected, and 
on which they depend ; and is one thing that be¬ 
longs to the ground and reason why they come to 
pass at that time rather than at other times; though 

the absence of the sun is nothing positive, nor has 
any positive influence. 

It may be further observed, that when I speak 

of connection of causes and effects, I have respect 

to moral causes, as well as those that are called 

natural m distinction from them. Moral causes 

may be causes in as proper a sense as any causes 

whatsoever; may have as real an influence, and 

may as truly be the ground and reason of an 
event s coming to pass. 

-Therefore I sometimes use the word cause, in 
this inquiry, to signify any antecedent , either 
natural or moral, positive or negative, on whicli 
an event, either a thing, or the manner and cir¬ 
cumstance of a thing, so depends, that it is the 
ground and reason, either in whole or in part, why 
it is, rather than not; or why it is as it is, rather 

SEE °^ir se ; ° r ln ° thCr W ° rds ’ an y antecedent 
with which a consequent event is so connected 

that it truly belongs to the reason why the propo- 

sition which affirms that event is true, whether it 

has any positive influence or not. And in an 
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agreeableness to this, I sometimes use the word 
effect for the consequence of another thing, which 
is, perhaps, rather an occasion than a cause, most 
properly speaking. 

I am the more careful thus to explain my mean¬ 
ing, that I may cut off occasion from any that 
mi ght seek occasion to cavil and object against 
some things which I may say concerning the 
dependence of all things which come to pass on 
some cause, and their connection with their cause. 

Having thus explained what I mean by cause, 
I assert, that nothing ever comes to pass without a 
cause. What is self-existent, must be from eter¬ 
nity, and must be unchangeable ; but as to all 
things that begin to be, they are not self-existent, 
and therefore must have some foundation ot their 
existence without themselves. That whatsoever 
begins to be, which before was not, must have a 
cause why it then begins to exist, seems to be the 
first dictate of the common and natural sense which 
God hath implanted in the minds of all mankind, 
and the main foundation of all our reasonings about 
the existence of things past, present, or to come. 

And this dictate of common sense equally 
respects substances and modes, or things, and the 
manner and circumstances of things. Thus, if we 
see a body which has hitherto been at rest, start 
out of a state of rest, and begin to move, we do as 

naturally and necessarily suppose there is some 
cause or" reason of this new mode ofexistencc,a 

of the existence of a body itself, which lia ) 
not existed. And so, if a body, which had hitherto 
moved in a certain direction, should suddenly 
change the direction of its motion; or if it s ou 
put off its old figure, and take a new one; or change 
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its colour; the beginning of these new modes is a 
new event, and the mind of mankind necessarily 
supposes that there is some cause or reason of them. 

If this grand principle of common sense be taken 
away, all arguing from effects to causes ceascth, 
and so all knowledge of any existence, besides what 
we have by the most direct and immediate intuition. 
Particularly all our proof of the being of God 
ceases: we argue His being from our own being, 
and the being of other things, which we are 
sensible once were not, but have begun to be ; and 
from the being of the world, with all its constituent 
parts, and the manner of their existence ; all which 
we see plainly are not necessary in their own 
nature, and so not self-existent, and therefore must 
have a cause. But if things, not in themselves 
necessary, may begin to be without a cause, all 
this arguing is vain. 

Indeed, I will not affirm, that there is in the 
nature of things no foundation for the knowledge 
of the being of God, without any evidence of "it 
from his works. I do suppose there is a great 
absurdity, in the nature of things simply con¬ 
sidered, in supposing that there should be no God, 
or in denying being in general, and supposing an 
eternal, absolute, universal, nothing: and there¬ 
fore, that here would be foundation of intuitive 
evidence that it cannot be, and that eternal, infinite, 
most perfect Being must be ; if we had strength 
and comprehension of mind sufficient to have a 
clear idea of general and universal being, or, which 
is the same thing, of the infinite, eternal, most 
perfect Divine nature and essence. But then we 
should ■ not properly come to the knowledge of 
the being of God by arguing ; but our evidence 


62 


NO EVENT WITHOUT A CAUSE. Pap.t IT. 


would be intuitive : we should see it, as we see 
other thing's that are necessary in themselves, the 
contraries of which are in their own nature absurd 
and contradictory ; as we see that twice two is 
four ; and as we see that a circle has no angles. 
If we had as clear an idea of universal, infinite, 
entity, as we have of these other things, I suppose 
we should most intuitively see the absurdity of 
supposing such being not to be ; should imme¬ 
diately see there is no room for the question, 
whether it is possible that being, in the most 
general abstracted notion of it, should not be. But 
we have not that strength and extent of mind, to 
know this certainly in this intuitive indepen en 
manner: but the way that mankind come to the 
knowledge of the being of God, is that which the 
apostle speaks of, Romans i. 20, “ The invisible 
things of him, from the creation of the world, are 
clearly seen, being understood by the things that 
are made ; even his eternal power and Godhead. 
We first ascend, and prove d posteriori, or from 
effects, that there must be an eternal cause; and 
then, secondly, prove by argumentation not intui¬ 
tion, that this being must be necessarily existent; 
and then, thirdly, from the proved necessity of 
existence, we may descend, and prove many of hi 

perfections a priori. . , c 

But if once this grand principle of common 

sense be given up, that what is not necessaiy in 

itself, must have a cause; and we begin to maintain, 

that things may come into existence and begin o 

be, which heretofore have not been, of themse ves, 

without any cause ; all our means of ascending in 

our arguing from the creature to the Creator, am 

aUrour 3 evidence of the being of God is cut off at 
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one blow. In this case, we cannot prove that 
there is a God, either from the being of the world 
and the creatures in it, or from the manner of their 
being, their order, beauty, and use. For if things 
may come into existence without any cause at afl, 
then they doubtless may without any cause answer- 
able to the effect. Our minds do alike naturally 
suppose and determine both these things; namely 
that what begins to be has a cause, and also that'it 
has a cause proportionable and agreeable to the 
eifect. The same principle which leads us to 
determine, that there cannot be anything comino- 
to pass without a cause, leads us to determine 

that there cannot be more in the effect than in 
the cause. 

Yea, if once it should be allowed, that things 
may come to pass without a cause, we should not 
oniy ha V e no proof of the being of God, but we 
should be without evidence of the existence of any¬ 
thing whatsoever, but our own immediately present 
ideas and consciousness. For we have no way to 
prove anything else, but by arguing from effects 
to causes : from the ideas now immediately in view, 
we aigue other things not immediately in view: 
from sensations now excited in us, we infer the 
existence of things without us, as the causes of 
these sensations : and from the existence of these 
things, we argue other things, which they depend 
on, as effects on causes. We infer the past exist¬ 
ence of ourselves, or anything else, by memory • 
only as we argue, that the ideas which are now in 
our minds, are the consequences of past ideas and 
sensations. We immediately perceive nothing else 
but the .ideas which are this moment extant in our 
imnds. We perceive or know other thin-s only 
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by means of these, as necessarily connected with 
others, and dependent on them. But if things 
may be without causes, all this necessary connec¬ 
tion and dependence is dissolved, and so all means 
of our knowledge is gone. If there be no absurdity 
or difficulty in supposing one thing to start out ot 
non-existence into being of itself without a cause, 
then there is no absurdity or difficulty in supposing 
the same of millions of millions. For nothing, or 
no difficulty multiplied, still is nothing, or no 
difficulty : nothing multiplied by nothing does no 

increase the sum. , • t nTY1 

And indeed, according to the hypothesis l am 

opposing, of the acts of the will coming to pass 

without a cause, it is the case m fact, that mi j 

of millions of events are continually coming in 

existence contingently, without any cause or rea 

why they do so, all over the world, every day anil 

hou y r, through all ages. So it is, in a constant 

succession, in every moral agent. This conti 

o-ency, this efficient nothing, this effectual no-cause 

f s n i; va vs ready at hand to produce this sort ot 
eff“e,r» lo“g » th. agent efists, and .a often as 

he if“T«r»; Hat things only of one kind vie., 
acts of tho will, seemed to come to pass of them¬ 
selves, but those of this sort in generj- 

tinufl, and that happened in a course, whereve 

were capable subjects of such even s, 

thin- would demonstrate that there was some cause 

of them, which made such a difference e 
this event and others, and that they did no r 
happen contingently. For contingency is ’ 

and does not pick and choose for a partic ar s 
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of events. Nothing has no choice. This no-cause, 
which causes no existence, cannot cause the exist¬ 
ence which comes to pass to he of one particular 
sort only, distinguished from all others. Thus, that 
only one sort of matter drops out of the heavens, 
even water, and that this comes so often, so con¬ 
stantly and plentifully, all over the world, in all 
ages, shows that there is some cause or reason of 
the falling of water out of the heavens ; and that 
something besides mere contingence has a hand in 
the matter. 

If we should suppose nonentity to be about to 
bring forth; and things were coming into existence 
without any cause or antecedent, on which the 
existence, or kind or manner of existence, depends; 
or which could at all determine whether the things 
should be stones, or stars, or beasts, or angels, or 
human bodies, or souls, or only some new motion 
or figure in natural bodies, or some new sensations 
in animals, or new ideas in the human understand¬ 
ing, or new volitions in the will; or anything else 
of all the infinite number of possibles; then cer¬ 
tainly it would not be expected, although many 
millions of millions of things arc coming into ex¬ 
istence in this manner, all over the face of tho 
earth, that they should all be only of one particular 
kind, and that it should be thus in all ages, and 
that this sort of existences should never fail to 
come to pass where there is room for them, or a 
subject capable of them, and that constantly, 
whenever there is occasion for them. 

If any should imagine, there is something in the 
sort of event that renders it possible for it to come 
into existence without a cause, and should say, 
that the free acts of the will are existences of an 
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exceeding different nature from other things; by 
reason of which they may come into existence 
without any previous ground or reason of it, though 
other things cannot: if they make this objection 
in good earnest, it would be an evidence of their 
strangely forgetting themselves ; for they would be 
giving an account of some ground of the existence 
of a thing, when at the same time they would 
maintain there is no ground of its existence. 
Therefore I would observe, that the particular 
nature of existence, be it never so diverse from 
others, can lay no foundation for that thing’s 
coming into existence without a cause; because to 
suppose this, would be to suppose the particular 
nature of existence to be a thing prior to the ex¬ 
istence ; and so a thing which makes way for 
existence, with such a circumstance, namely, with¬ 
out a cause or reason of existence. But that which 
in any respect makes way for a thing’s coming into 
being, or for any manner or circumstance of its 
first existence, must be prior to the existence. The 
distinguished nature of the effect, which is some¬ 
thin^belonging to the effect, cannot have influence 
backward, to act before it is. The peculiar nature 
of that thing called volition, can do nothing, can 
have no influence, while it is not. And afterwards 
it is too late for its influence: for then the thing 
has made sure of existence already, without its help. 

So that it is indeed as repugnant to reason to 
suppose that an act of the will should come into 
existence without a cause, as to suppose the human 
soul, or an angel, or the globe of the earth, or the 
whole universe, should come into existence without 
a cause. And if once we allow that such* a soi t 
of effect as a volition may come to pass without a 
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caiise, how do we know but that many other sorts 

of effects may do so too P It is not tlie particular 

Kind of effect that makes the absurdity of supposing 

it has been without a cause, but something- which 

is common to all things that ever begin to be, viz. 

that they are not self-existent, or necessary in the 
nature of things. 


SECTION IY. 

WHETHER VOLITION CAN ARISE WITHOUT A CAUSE 
THROUGH THE ACTIVITY OF THE NATURE OF THE SOUL.’ 

^! E W U ii h0r ^ , the “ Essa y on the Freedom of 
t ^ Creatures,'” in answer 

to that objection against his doctrine of a self- 

pOWer in the win (p- G8 > G9 )> That 
rr^nn 9 ,'!’ ° 7 ' CO ™ 8 P ass > without a sufficient 
v; ^ %s , an d wli y it is in this manner 

norea^ ST all ° W8 that h is thlls in cor ' 

18 t . hus ln s PV'its, which are beings of an 

within t? UVC ’i W '° ,UlVe t,ie spring of action 
™rih%n themselves, and can determine themselves. 

y which it is plainly supposed, that such an event, 

an act of the will may come to pass in a spirit 

wi hout a sufficient reason why it comes to pass' 

or why it is after this manner rather than another 

hy reason of the activity of the nature of a spirit 

Hut certainly this author, in this matter, must be 

very unwary and inadvertent. For, 

1. The objection or difficulty proposed by this 
author seems to be forgotten in his answer or solu- 
on. The very difficulty, as he himself proposes 
t» 18 tIlls : how au ev ent can come to pass without 



OS VOLITION NOT WITHOUT A CAUSE. Part IT. 


a sufficient reason why it is, or why it is in this 
manner rather than another ? Instead of solving 
this difficulty, or answering this question with re¬ 
gard to volition, as he proposes, he forgets himself, 
and answers another question quite diverse, and 
wholly inconsistent with this, viz., What is a suf¬ 
ficient reason why it is, and why it is in this man¬ 
ner rather than another ? And lie assigns the 
active being’s own determination as the cause, and 
a. cause sufficient for the effect; and leaves all the 
difficulty unresolved, and the question unanswered, 
which yet returns, even, IIow the soul’s own de¬ 
termination, which he speaks of, came to exist, 
and to be what it was, without a cause? The 
activity of the soul may enable it to be the cause 
of effects; but it does not at all enable or help it 
to be the subject of effects which have no cause, 
which is the thing this author supposes concerning 
acts of the will. Activity of nature will no more 
enable a being to produce effects, and determine 
the manner of their existence, within itself, with¬ 
out a cause, than out of itself, in some other being. 
But if an active being should, through its activity, 
produce and determine an effect in some external 
object, how absurd would it be to say that the 
effect was produced without a cause ! 

2. The question is not so much, IIow a spirit 
endowed with activity comes to act, as, W"hy it 
exerts such an act and not another; or why it acts 
with such a particular determination. If activitv 
of nature be the cause why a spirit (the soul of 
man, for instance), acts, and does not lie still, yet 
that alone is not the cause why its action is thus 
and thus limited, directed, and determined. .Active 
nature is a general thing; it is an ability or 
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tendency of nature to action, generally taken, 
which may be a cause why the soul acts as occa¬ 
sion or reason is given ; but this alone cannot be 
a sufficient cause why the soul exerts such a par¬ 
ticular act, at such a time, rather than others. In 
order to this, there must be something besides a 
general tendency to action ; there must also be a 
particular tendency to that individual action. If 
it should be asked, why the soul of man uses its 
activity in such a manner as it does; and it should 
be answered, that the soul uses its activity thus 
rather than otherwise, because it has activity, 
would such an answer satisfy a rational man ? 
Would it not rather be looked upon as a very im¬ 
pertinent one ? 

3. An active being can bring no effects to pass 
by his activity but what are consequent upon his 
acting; he produces nothing by his activity, any 
other way than by the exercise of his activity, and 
so nothing but the fruits of its exercise; he brings 
nothing to pass by a dormant activity. But the 
exercise of his activity is action; and so his action, 
or exercise of his activity, must be prior to the 
effects of his activity. If an active being produces 
an effect in another being, about which his activity 
is conversant, the effect being the fruit of his 
activity, his activity must be first exercised or 
exerted, and the effect of it must follow. So it 
must be, with equal reason, if the active being is 
his own object, and his activity is conversant about, 
himself, to produce and determine some effect in 
himself; still the exercise of his activity must o- 0 
before the effect, which he brings to pass and de¬ 
termines by it. And therefore his activity cannot 
be the cause of the determination of the first action 
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or exercise of activity itself, whence the effects 
of activity arise; for that would imply a contra¬ 
diction ; it would be to say, the first exercise of 
activity is before the first exercise of activity, and 
is the cause of it. 


4. That the soul, though an active substance, 
cannot diversify its own acts, but by first acting; 
* or be a determining cause of different acts, or any 
different effects, sometimes of one kind and some¬ 


times of another, any other way than in conse¬ 
quence of its own diverse acts, is manifest by this: 
that if so, then the same cause, the same causal 
power, force, or influence, without variation in 
any respect , would produce different effects at 
different times. For the same substance of the 


soul before it acts, and the same active nature of 
the soul before it is exerted ( i.e., before in the order 
of nature) would be the cause of different effects, 
viz., different volitions at different times. But the 
substance of the soul before it acts, and its active 
nature before it is exerted, are the same without 
variation. For it is some act that makes the first 


variation in the cause, as to any causal exertion, 
force, or influence. But if it be so that the soul 
lias no different causality, or diverse causal force 
or influence, in producing these diverse effects ; 
then it is evident that the soul has no influence, no 
hand in the diversity of the effect, and that the 
difference of the effect cannot be owing to any¬ 
thing in the soul; or, which is the same thing, the 
soul does not determine the diversity of the effect; 
which is contrary to the supposition. It is true 
the substance of the soul, before it acts, and before 
there is any difference in that respect, may be in 
a different state and circumstances: but those 
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whom I oppose will not allow the different cir¬ 
cumstances of the soul to be the determining* 
causes of the acts of the will, as being* contrary 
to their notion of self-determination and self- 

motion. 

5. Let us suppose, as these divines do, that there 
are no acts of the soul, strictly speaking, but free 
volitions; then it will follow, that the soul is an 
active being in nothing further than it is a volun¬ 
tary or elective being; and whenever it produces 
effects actively, it produces effects voluntarily and 
electively. But to produce effects thus, is the 
same thing as to produce effects in consequence of, 
and according to, its own choice. And if so, then 
surely the soul does not by its activity produce all 
its own acts of will or choice themselves; for this, 
by the supposition, is to produce all its free acts of 
choice voluntarily and electively, or in consequence 
of its own free acts of choice, which brings the 
matter directly to the fore-mentioned contradiction, 
of a free act of choice before the first free act of 
choice. According to these gentlemen’s own notion 
of action, if there arises in the mind a volition, 
without a free act of the will or choice to deter¬ 
mine and produce it, the mind is not the active 
voluntary cause of that volition ; because it does 
not arise from, nor is regulated by, choice or de- 
sign And therefore it cannot be, that the mind 
should be the active, voluntary, determining cause 
°* the and leading volition that relates to the 
affair. The mind s being a designing cause only 
enables it to produce effects in consequence of its 
design; it will not enable it to be the designing 
cause of all its own designs. The mind’s bemg an 
eiectwe cause will only enable it to produce effects 
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in consequence of its elections, and according to 
them ; but cannot enable it to be the elective cause 
of all*its own elections; because that supposes an 
election before the first election. So the mind’s 
being an active cause enables it to produce effects 
in consequence of its own acts , but cannot enable 
it to be the determining cause of all its own acts; 
for that is still in the same manner a contradiction, 
as it supposes a determining act conversant about 
the first act, and prior to it, having a causal influ¬ 
ence on its existence and manner of existence. 

I can conceive of nothing else that can be 
meant by the soul’s having power to cause and 
determine its own volitions, as a being to whom 
God has given a power of action, but this: that 
God has given power to the soul, sometimes, at 
least, to excite volitions at its pleasure, or ac¬ 
cording as it chooses. And this certainly sup¬ 
poses, in all such cases, a choice preceding all 
volitions which are thus caused, even the first 
of them; which runs into the fore-mentioned 

great absurdity. 

Therefore the activity of the nature of the soul 
affords no relief from the difficulties which the 
notion of a self-determining power in the will is 
attended with ; nor will it help, m the least, its 
absurdities and inconsistencies. 
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SECTION V. 

SHOWING, THAT IF THE THINGS ASSERTED IN THESE 
EVASIONS SHOULD BE SUPPOSED TO BE TRUE, THEY 
ARE ALTOGETHER IMPERTINENT, AND CANNOT HELP 
the CAUSE OF ARMINIAN LIBERTY , AND HOW (THIS 
BEING THE STATE OF THE CASE) ARMINIAN WRITERS 
ARE OBLIGED TO TALK INCONSISTENTLY. 

TVTiat was last observed in the preceding section, 
may show, not only that the active nature of the 
soul cannot be a reason why an act of the 
will is, or why it is in this manner rather than 
another ; but also that if it could be so, and it 
could be proved that volitions are contingent 
events, in that sense, that their being and manner 
of being is not fixed or determined by any cause, 
or anything antecedent; it would not at all serve 
the purpose of Arminians to establish the free¬ 
dom ot the will, according to their notion of its 
freedom, as consisting in the will’s determination 
of itself; which supposes every free act of the 
will to be determined by some act of the will 
going before to determine it; inasmuch as for the 
will to determine a thing, is the same as for the 
soul to determine a thing by willing ; and there is 
no other way that the will can determine an act 
of the will, than by willing that act of the will, 
or, which is the same thing, choosing it. So that 
here must be two acts of the will in the case, one 
going before another, one conversant about the 
other, and the latter the object of the former, and 
chosen by the former. If the will does not cause 
and determine the act by choice, it does not cause 
or determine it at all; for that which is not deter- 
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mined by choice is not determined voluntarily 
or willingly; and to say that the will determines 
something which the soul does not determine wil¬ 
lingly, is as much as to say that something is done 
by the will which the soul doth not with its will. 

So that if Arminian liberty of will, consisting 
in the will’s determining its own acts, be main¬ 
tained, the old absurdity and contradiction must 
be maintained, that every free act of will is caused 
and determined by a foregoing free act of will; 
which doth not consist with the free acts arising 
without any cause, and being so contingent as not 
to be fixed by anything foregoing. So that this 
evasion must be given up, as not at all relieving, 
and as that which, instead of supporting this sort 

of liberty, directly destroys it. 

And if it should be supposed that the soul 
determines its own acts of will some other way 
than by a foregoing act of will, still it will not 
help the cause of their liberty of will. If it 
determines them by an act of the understanding, 
or some other power, then the will does not 
determine itself; and so the self-determining power 
of the will is given up. And what liberty, is 
there exercised, according to their own opinion 
of liberty, by the soul’s being determined by 
something besides its own choice 1 The acts of 
the will, it is true, may be directed and effectu¬ 
ally determined and fixed ; but it is not done by 
the soul’s own will and pleasure: there is no 
exercise at all of choice or will in producing the 
effect; and if icill and choice are not exercised m 
it, how is the liberty of the will exercised in it ? 

So that let Arminians turn which way they 
with their notion of liberty consisting in 
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the will’s determining its own acts, their notion 

*11 i j t 3^ ^every free act of 
will to be determined by the soul’s own free 

choice, or foregoing free act of will, foregoing 

either in the order of time or nature, it implies 

that gross contradiction that the first free act 

belonging to the affair is determined by a free 

iToT the s f WU1 l are determined by some other 
nci of the soul, and not an act of will or choice 

this also destroys their notion of liberty consist- 

m 7 / th f ?J? tS ° f , Wl11 bein g determined by 

the tall itself; or if they hold that the acts of 

the will are determined by nothing at all that is 
prior to them, but that they are contingent in 
that sense, that they are determined and fixed bi¬ 
bber at • a f U ’ th - 8 a ! S0 destr °ys their notion of 
own acts g “ th<3 determining its 

This being the true state of the Arminian 
notion of liberty, it hence comes to pasT that 
the wri ers that defend it are forced into gross 
inconsistenmes in what they say upon this g 8 ub- 
ject. lo instance in Dr. Whitby: he, in his 
discourse on the freedom of the will,* opposes 

libertvTT ° f the Calvinists > who P^ce man’s 
liberty only in a poicer of doing what he will as 

that wherein they plainly agree with Mr. Hobbes 

And yet he himself mentions the verv cam 

notion of liberty as the dictate of the sense and 

common reason of mankind, and a rule 1 „Za 

WU of nature ; £%£?*£ 

of acting from ourselves, or doing 7 what we 

»I, ML* b ° 0lt °“ the Five second edition, p. 35,1, 


Q 
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WILL.* This is indeed, as he says, a thing 
agreeable to the sense and common reason of 
mankind; and therefore it is not so much to be 
wondered at, that he unawares acknowledges it 
against himself: for if liberty does not consist 
in this, what else can be devised that it should 
consist in ? If it be said, as Dr. TV hitby else¬ 
where insists, that it does not only consist in 
liberty of doing what we will , but also a liberty 
of willing without necessity, still the question 
returns, what does that liberty of willing without 
necessity consist in, but in a power of willing 
as we please , without being impeded by a con¬ 
trary necessity, or, in other words, a liberty for 
the soul in its willing to act according to its own 
choice ? Yea, this very thing the same author 
seems to allow, and suppose again and again, in 
the use he makes of sayings of the Fathers, 
whom he quotes as his vouchers. Thus he cites 
the words of Origen, which he produces as a 
testimony on his side: ■f* The soul acts by^ her 
own choice, and it is free for her to incline to 
whatever part she will. And those words of 
Justin Martyr: J the doctrine of the Christians is 
this, that nothing is done or suffered according 
to fate, but that every man doth good or evil 
according to his own free choice And from 
Eusebius these words : § If fate be established, 
philosophy and piety are overthrown; all these 

things depending upon the necessity introduced 

by the stars, and not upon meditation and 
exercise proceeding from our own free choice. 

* Ibid. p. 325, 326. f Ibid. p. 342. 

In his book on the Five Points, second edition, p. 36U. 

Ibid. p. 363. 
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And again, the words of Maccarius : * God, to 
preserve the liberty of man’s will, su ffered their 
bodies to die, that it might be in their choice 
to turn to good or evil. They who are acted by the 
Holy Spirit are not held under any necessity, 
but leave liberty to turn themselves, and do what 
they WILL in this lije. 

Ihus, the doctor, in effect, comes into that very 
notion of liberty which the Calvinists have; which 
he at the same time condemns, as agreeing with the 
opinion of Mr. Hobbes, namely, the soul's acting by 
its own choice, men's doing good or evil according to 
their own free choice, their being in that exercise which 
proceeds from their own free choice, having it in their 
choice to turn to good or evil, and doing what they 
will. So that if men exercise this liberty in the 
acts of the will themselves, it must be in exerting 
acts of will as they will, or according to their own 
free choice, or exerting acts of will that proceed 
from their choice. And if it be so, then let every 
°J le j Uf lge whether this does not suppose a free 
choice going before the free act of will, or whether 
an act of choice does not go before that act of the 
will which proceeds from it. And if it be thus 
with all free acts of the will, then let every one 
judge, whether it will not follow, that there is a 
lree choice or will going before the first free act of 
the will exerted in the case. And then let every 
one judge, whether this be not a contradiction. 
And finally let every one judge whether, in the 

scheme of these writers, there be any possibility of 
avoiding these absurdities. 

If liberty consists as Dr. Whitby himself says, 
in a man s doing what he will ; an d a man exer- 

• Ibid. p. 300’ 370. 
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cises this liberty, not only in external actions, but 
in the acts of the will themselves; then, so far as 
liberty is exercised in the latter, it consists in 
%villing ivhcit he ivills: and if any say so, one of 
these two things must be meant; either, 1. 
That a man has power to will, as he does will; 
because what he wills, he wills; and therefore has 
power to will what he has power to will. If this 
be their meaning, then all this mighty controversy 
about freedom of the will and self-determining 
power, comes wholly to nothing; all that is con¬ 
tended for being no more than this, that the mind 
of man does what it does, and is the subject of 
what it is the subject of, or that what is, is; 
wherein none has an}' controversy with them. Or, 
2. The meaning must be, that a man has power to 
will as he pleases or chooses to will: that is, ho 
has power by one act of choice, to choose another; 
by an antecedent act of will, to choose a consequent 
act; and therein to execute his own choice. And 
if this be their meaning, it is nothing but shuffling 
with those they dispute with, and baffling their 
own reason. For still the question returns, Where- 
in lies man’s liberty in that antecedent act of will 
which chose the consequent act ? The answer, 
according to the same principles must be, that his 
liberty in this also lies in his willing as he would 
or as he chose, or agreeable to another act ot 
choice preceding that. And so the question i eturns 
in infinitum, and the like answer must be made 
in infinitum: in order to support their opinion, 
there must be no beginning, but free acts of wi 
must have been chosen by foregoing free acts o 
will in the soul of every man, without beginning, 
and so before he had a being, from all eternity. 
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SECTION VI. 

CONCERNING THE WILL’S DETERMINING IN THINGS 

WHICH are perfectly indifferent in the view 

OF THE MIND. 

A great argument for self-determining power 
is the supposed experience we universally have of 
an ability to determine our wills, in cases wherein 
no prevailing motive is presented: the will (as is 
supposed) has its choice to make between two or 
more things, that are perfectly equal in the view 
of the mind ; and the will is apparently altogether 
indifferent; and yet we find no difficulty in comino- 
to a choice; the will can instantly determine itself 
to one, by a sovereign power which it has over 
itself, without being moved by any preponderating* 
inducement. 0 

Thus, the fore-mentioned author of an “ Essay 
on the Freedom of the Will,” & c ., pp. 25, 26, 27, 
supposes, “ That there are many instances wherein 
the will is determined neither by present uneasi¬ 
ness nor by the greatest apparent good, nor by the 
last dictate of the understanding, nor by anything 
else, but merely by itself, as a sovereign self-deter¬ 
mining power of the soul; and that the soul does 
not will this or that action, in some cases, by any 
other influence but because it will Thus (says he) 
I can turn my face to the south or the north • I 
can pomt with my finger upward or downward. 
And thus, in some cases, the will determines itself 
in a very sovereign manner, because it will with- 
out a reason borrowed from the understanding; 
and hereby it discovers its own perfect power of 
choice rising from within itself, and free from all 
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influence or restraint of any kind.” And in pp. 
06 70, and 73, 74, this author very expressly 
supposes the will in many cases to be determined 
bv no motive at all , and acts altogether without 
motive or ground of preference. Here I would 

observe, 

1. The very supposition which is here made 
r f ]j r ectly contradicts and overthrows itself. For the 
tiling supposed, wherein this grand argument con¬ 
sists, is, that among several things the will actually 
chooses one before another, at the same time that 
it is perfectly indifferent; which is the very same 
thing as to say the mind has a preference, at the 
same time that it has no preference. What is 
meant cannot be, that the mind is indifferent 
before it comes to have a choice, or until it has a 
preference ; or, which is the same thing, that the 
mind is indifferent until it comes to be not indif¬ 
ferent. For certainly this author did not suppose 
lie had a controversy with any person in supposing 
Ibis. And then it is nothing to his purpose, that 
the mind which chooses was indifferent once; 
unless it chooses, remaining indifferent; for other¬ 
wise, it does not choose at all in that case of 
indifference, concerning which is all the question 
Besides, it appears in fact, that the thing which 
this author supposes, is not that the will chooses 
one thing before another, concerning, which it is 
indifferent before it chooses , but also is indifferent 
when it chooses , and that its being otherwise than 

indifferent is not until afterwards, in consequence 
of its choice ; that the chosen things appearing 
preferable and more agreeable than another, arises 
from its choice already made. His words ait 
(p. 30), “ Where the objects which are propose 
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appear equally fit or good, the will is left without 
a guide or director; and therefore must take its 
own choice by its own determination ; it being 
properly a self-determining power. And in such 
cases the will does as it were make a good to itself 
by its own choice, i.e. } creates its own pleasure or 
delight in this self-chosen good. Even as a man, 
by seizing upon a spot of unoccupied land in an 
uninhabited country, makes it his own possession 
and property, and as such rejoices in it. Where 
things were indifferent before, the will finds nothing 
to make them more agreeable, considered merely 
in themselves ; but the pleasure it feels arising 
from ITS OWN choice, and its appearance therein. 
We love many things which we have chosen, and 

PURELY BECAUSE WE CHOSE THEM.” 


This is as much as to say, that we first begin to 

prefer many things, now ceasing any longerto bo 

indifferent with respect to them, purely because we 

have preferred and chosen them before:—These 

things must needs be spoken inconsiderately by 

this author. Choice or preference cannot be before 

itself in the same instance, either in the order of 

time or nature. It cannot be the foundation of 

itself, or the fruit or consequence of itself. The 

very act of choosing one thing rather than another 

is preferring that thing, and that is setting a 

higher value on that thing. But that the mind 

sets a higher value on one thing than another is 

not m the first place, the fruit of its setting a 
higher value on that thing. ° 

This author says, p. 36, “ The will may be per¬ 
fectly indifferent, and yet the will may determine 
itself to choose one or the other.” And again, in 
the same page, “ I am entirely indifferent to either; 
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and yet my will may determine itself to choose.” 
And again, “ Which I shall choose must be deter¬ 
mined by the mere act of my will.” If the choice 
is determined by a mere act of will, then the choice 
is determined by a mere act of choice. And con¬ 
cerning this matter, viz., That the act of the will 
itself is determined by an act of choice, this writer 
is express, in p. 72. Speaking of the case where 
there is no superior fitness in objects presented,, he 
has these words : 44 There it must act by its own 
choice, and determine itself as it pleases.” Where 
it is supposed that the very determination , which is 
the ground and spring of the will’s act, is an act 
of choice and pleasure, wherein one act is more 
agreeable, and the mind better pleased in it, than 
another; and this preference , and superior pleased¬ 
ness , is the ground of all it does in the case. And 
if so, the mind is not indifferent when it deter¬ 
mines itself, but had rather do one thing than 
another, had rather determine itself one way than 
another. And therefore the will does not act at all 
in indifference, not so much as in the first step it 
takes, or the first rise and beginning of its acting. 
If it be possible for the understanding to act in 
indifference, yet to be sure the will never oes, 
because the will’s beginning to act is the very same 
thing as its beginning to choose or prefer. n 
if in the very first act of the will, the mind pre ei s 
something, then the idea of that thing preferre 
does at that time preponderate, or prevail m e 
mind ; or, which is the same thing, the idea of i 
has a prevailing influence on the will. So tha 
this wholly destroys the thing supposed, viz., Iha^ 
the mind can by a sovereign power choose nne o 
two or more things, which in the view of the mind 
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are, in every respect, perfectly equal, one of which 
does not at all preponderate, nor has any prevail¬ 
ing influence on the mind above another. 

be that this author, in his grand argument for 

the ability of the will to choose one of two or more 

things, concerning which it is perfectly indifferent, 

does at the same time, in effect, deny the thing he 

supposes, and allows and asserts the point he 

endeavours to overthrow ; even that the will in 

choosing, is subject to no prevailing influence of 

the idea, or view of the thing chosen. And indeed 

it is impossible to offer this argument without 

overthrowing it; the thing supposed in it beino- 

inconsistent with itself, and that which denies 

itself. To suppose the will to act at all in a state 

of perfect indifference, either to determine itself, 

or to do anything else, is to assert that the mind 

chooses without choosing. To say that when it is 

indifferent, it can do as it pleases, is to say that it 

can follow its pleasure, when it has no pleasure to 

follow. And, therefore, if there be any difficulty 

in the instances of two cakes, or two ego S , &c., 

which are exactly alike, one as good as another ; 

concerning which this author supposes the mind 

in fact has a choice , and so in effect supposes that 

it has a preference , it as much concerned himself 

to solve the difficulty, as it does those whom he 

opposes. For if these instances prove anythin «■ to 

lus purpose, they prove that a man chooses without 

choice. And yet this is not to his purpose; 

because if this is what he asserts, his own words 

are as much against him, and do as much con- 

t radict him as the words of those he disputes 
against can do. v 

2. There is no great difficulty in showing, in 
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such instances as are alleged, not only that it must 
needs he so, that the mind must he influenced in 
its choice by something that has a preponderating 
influence upon it, but also hoiv it is so. A little 
attention to our own experience, and a distinct 
consideration of the acts of our own minds, in such 
cases, will be sufficient to clear up the matter. 

Thus, supposing I have a chess-board before me; 
and because I am required by a superior, or desired 
by a friend, or to make some experiment concern- 
inf? mv own ability and liberty, or on some other 
consideration, I am determined to touch some one 
of the spots or squares on the board with my 
finder; not being limited or directed in the first 

^ ' o 

proposal, or my own first purpose, which is general, 
to any one in particular; and there being nothing 
in the squares, in themselves considered, that 
recommends any one of all the sixty-four, more 
than another; in this case my mind determines to 
give itself up to what is vulgarly called accident* 
by determining to touch that square which happens 
to be most in view, which my eye is especially 
upon at that moment, or which happens to be then 
most in my mind, or which I shall be directed to 
by some other such like accident. Here are several 
steps of the mind's proceedings (though all may 
be done as it were in a moment) : the first step is 
its general determination that it will touch one of 
the squares. The next step is another genera 
determination to give itself up to accident, in some 

* I have elsewhere observed what that is which is vulgarly 
accident; that it is nothing akin to the Armininn me tap J- 
notion of contingence , something not connected with anything o 
troing; but that it is something that comes to pass in the course 
things, in some affair that men are concerned in, unforeseen, 
not owing to their design. 
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certain way; as to touch that which shall be most 
in the eye or mind at that time, or to some other 
such like accident. The third and last step is a 
particular determination to touch a certain indi¬ 
vidual spot, even that square which, by that sort 
of accident the mind has pitched upon, has actually 
offered itself beyond others. Now it is apparent, 
that in none of these several steps does the mind 
proceed in absolute indifference, but in each of them 
is influenced by a preponderating inducement. So 
it is in the first step; the mind’s general deter¬ 
mination to touch one of the sixty-four spots : the 
mind is not absolutely indifferent whether it does 
so or no: it is induced to it, for the sake of making 
some experiment, or by the desire of a friend, or 
some other motive that prevails. So it is in the 
second step; the mind’s determining to give itself 
up to accident, by touching that which shall be 
most m the eye, or the idea of which shall be most 
prevalent in the mind, & c . The mind is not ab¬ 
solutely indifferent whether it proceeds by this 
rule or no; but chooses it because it appears at that 
tune a convenient and requisite expedient in order 
to fulfil the general purpose aforesaid. And so it 
is in the third and last step; it is determining to 
touch that individual spot which actually does 

s view. The mind is not in¬ 
different concerning this; but is influenced bv a 
prevailing inducement and reason ; which is that 
tins is a prosecution of the preceding determin’ation 

which appeared requisite, and was fixed before in’ 
the second step. 

. A “ ident ever serve a man, without hinder¬ 
ing him a moment, in such a case. It will always 
he so among a number of objects in view; one will 
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prevail in the eye, or in idea, beyond others. 
When we have our eyes open in the clear sunshine, 
many objects strike the eye at once, and innumer¬ 
able images may be at once painted in it by the 
rays of light; but the attention of the mind is not 
equal to several of them at once; or if it be, it 
does not continue so for any time. And so it is 
with respect to the ideas of the mind in general: 
several ideas are not in equal strength in the mind’s 
view and notice at once; or at least, do not remain 
so for any sensible continuance. There is nothing 
in the world more constantly varying, than the 
ideas of the mind: they do not remain precisely 
in the same state for the least perceivable space of 
time; as is evident by this: That all perceivable 

time is judged and perceived by the mind only by 
the succession or the successive changes of its own 
ideas. Therefore, while the views or perceptions 
of the mind remain precisely in the same state, 
there is no perceivable space or length of time, 

because no sensible succession at all. 

As the acts of the will, in each step of the fore- 
mentioned procedure, do not come to pass without 
a particular cause, every act is owing to a prevail¬ 
ing inducement: so the accident, as I have called 
it °or that which happens in the unsearchable 
course of things, to which the mind yields itself, 
and by which it is guided, is not anything that 

determining to be guided by it, is not determined 
by something that has no cause; any more thani 
it determined to be guided by a lot, or the o 

of a die. For though the die s falling m such a 

manner be accidental to him that casts .it, JO 
will suppose that there is no cause why it falls as 
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it does. The involuntary changes in the succession 
of our ideas, though the cause may not be observed, 
have as much a cause, as the changeable motions 
of the motes that float in the air, or the continual, 
infinitely various, successive changes of the uneven¬ 
nesses on the surface of the water. 

There are two things especially, which are 
probably the occasions of confusion in the minds 
of them who insist upon it, that the will acts in a 
proper indifference, and without being moved bv 
any inducement, in its determinations in such 
cases as have been mentioned. 

1. They seem to mistake the point in question, 
or at least not to keep it distinctly in view. The 
question they dispute about, is, Whether the mind 
be indifferent about the objects presented, one of 
which is to be taken, touched, pointed to, &c., as 
two eggs, two cakes, which appear equally good. 
Whereas the question to be considered, is, Whether 
the person be indifferent with respect to his own 
actions ,* whether he does not, on some consideration 
or other, prefer one act with respect to these objects 
before another. The mind in its determination 
and choice, in these cases, is not most immediately 
and directly conversant about the objects presented; 
but the acts to be done concerning these objects. 
The objects may appear equal, and the mind may 
never properly make any choice between them: 
but the next act of the will being about the ex¬ 
ternal actions to be performed, taking, touching 
&c., these may not appear equal, and one action 
may properly be chosen before another. In each 
step of the mind’s progress, the determination is 
not about the objects, unless indirectly and im¬ 
properly, but about the actions, which it chooses 
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for other reasons than any preference of the obj ects, 
and for reasons not taken at all from the objects. 

There is no necessity of supposing that the 
mind does ever at all properly choose one of the 
objects before another; either before it has taken, 
or afterwards. Indeed, the man chooses to take 
or touch one rather than another; but not because 
it chooses the thing taken, or touched; but from 
foreign considerations. The case may be so, that 
of two things offered, a man may, for certain rea¬ 
sons, choose and prefer the taking of that which 
he undervalues, and choose to neglect to take that 
which his mind prefers. In such a case cho 
ing the thing taken, and choosing to M 
diverse; and so they are in a case where tbe thmg 
presented are equal in the minds esteem, and 
neither of them preferred. All that fact and ex¬ 
perience make evident is, that the mind chooses 
one action rather than another; and therefore the 
arguments which they bring, m order to be to 
their purpose, ought to be to prove that the mind 

chooses the action in perfect indifference with re¬ 
spect to that action; and not to prove that the 
mind chooses the action in perfect indifference 
whh respect to the object ; which is very possible 
and yet the will not act at all without prevalent 

inducement, and proper preponderation 

2 Another reason of confusion and difficulty 
in this matter seems to be, not distinguishing be¬ 
tween a general indifference, or an mdifference 

"d “iew of it, and . particular mdiffer- 

* or an indifference with respect to the next 
immediate act, viewed with its particular an 
present circumstances. A man may be perfectly 
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indifferent with respect to his own actions , in the 
former respect, and yet not in the latter. Thus, 
in the foregoing instance of touching one of the 
squares of a chess-board ; when it is first proposed 
that I should touch one of them, I may be perfectly 
indifferent which I touch ; because as yet I view 
the matter remotely and generally, being but in 
the first step of the mind’s progress in the affair. 
But yet, when I am actually come to the last step, 
and the very next thing to be determined is, which 
is to be touched, having already determined that I 
will touch that which happens to be most in my 
eye or mind, and my mind being now fixed on a 
particular one, the act of touching that, considered 
thus immediately, and in these particular present 
circumstances, is not what my mind is absolutely 
indifferent about. 


SECTION VII. 


CONCERNING THE NOTION OF LIBERTY OF WILL, 

CONSISTING IN INDIFFERENCE. 


Vs hat has been said in the foregoing section has 
a tendency, in some measure, to evince the ab¬ 
surdity of the opinion of such as place liberty in 
indifference, or in that equilibrium whereby the 
will is without all antecedent determination, or 
bias, and left hitherto free from any prepossessing 
inclination to one side or the other; that the detei” 
mination of the will to either side may be entirely 
from itself, and that it may be owing only to its 
own power, and that sovereignty which it has over 
itself, that it goes this way rather than that,* 


- * Dr -Whitby, and some other Arminians, make a distinction 
different kinds of freedom; one of God, and perfect spirit* abov 
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But inasmuch as this has been of such long 
standing, and has been so generally received, and 
so much insisted on by Pelagians, semi-Pelagians, 
Jesuits, Socinians, Arminians, and others, it may 
deserve a more full consideration. And therefore 
I shall now proceed to a more particular and 
thorough inquiry into this notion. 

Now lest some should suppose that I do not 
understand those that place liberty in indifference, 
or should charge me with misrepresenting their 
opinion, I would signify, that I am sensible there 
are some, who, when they talk of the liberty of 
the will as consisting in indifference, express 
themselves as though they would not be under¬ 
stood of the indifference of the inclination or 
tendency of the will, but of, I know not what, 
indifference of the soul's power of willing; or 
that the will, with respect to its power or ability 
to choose, is indifferent, can go either way indiffer¬ 
ently, either to the right hand or left, either act 
or forbear to act, one as well as the other. Though 


another of persons in a state of trial. The former, Dr. Whitby 
allows to consist with necessity; the latter, he holds to be without 
necessity; and this latter he supposes to be requisite to our being 
he subjects of praise or dispraise, rewards or punishments, pro- 
cents and prohibitions, promises and threats, exhortations and 
Inwfrtntions and a covenant treaty. And to this freedom lie 
Kunnoses indifference to be requisite. In his discourse on the Five 
Pomts pp. 299, 300, he says:—“It is a freedom (speaking of a 
freedom not only from co-action, but from necessity) requisite, as 
we conceive, to render us capable of trial or probation, and to 
render our actions worthy of praise or dispraise, and our persons 
nf r0W ards or punishments.” And in the next page, speaking or 
the same matter, he says, “ Excellent to this purpose are the words 
Mr. Thorndike: We say not that indifference is requisite to an 
t'reedoin. but to the freedom of man alone in this state of travail and 
f ftTmct: the ground of which is God's tender of a treaty, and 
I 'ditions of peace and reconcilement to fallen man , together with 
V,' nrecepts and prohibitions , those promises and threats , those exhor¬ 
tations and dehortations, it is enforced with.” 
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this seems to be a refining only of some particular 
writers, and newly invented, and which will bv 
no means consist with the manner of expression 
used by the defenders of liberty of indifference 
m general. And I wish such refiners would 
thoroughly consider whether they distinctly know 
their own meaning, when they make a distinction 
between md.fference of the soul as to its power or 
abUiUj of willing or choosing, and the soul’s in¬ 
difference as to the preference or choice itself: 
and whether they do not deceive themselves in 
nnagming that they have any distinct meaning at 
all. 1 he indifference of the soul as to its ability 
or power to will, must be the same thing as the 
indifference of the state of the power or faculty 
of the will, or the indifference of the state which 
the soul itself, which has that power or faculty, 
hitherto remains m, as to the exercise of that 
power in the choice it shall by and by make. 

Jiut not to insist any longer on the abstruse- 

X a wniT PhCable r 8 of this distinction, let 

what will be supposed concerning the meanin- 

wT • \ USG t ° f it- thus mucb must at 

“ mtended by Armimans when they talk 

of indifference as essential to liberty of will if 

ey intend anything, in any respect to their 
purpose; viz., that it is such an indifference as 
leaves the will not determined already; but free 
from actual possession, and vacant of predeter 

mmation, so far, that there may be roonTfor the 

the act that is to be the free act er mmei of 
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And here I would observe in the first place, 
that to make out this scheme of liberty, the 
indifference must be perfect and absolute; there 
must be a perfect freedom from all antecedent 
preponderation, or inclination. Because, if the 
will be already inclined, before it exerts its own 
sovereign power on itself, then its inclination is 
not wholly owing to itself: if when two opposites 
are proposed to the soul for its choice, the pro¬ 
posal does not find the soul wholly in a state of 
indifference, then it is not found in a state of 
liberty for mere self-determination. The least 
degree of an antecedent bias must be inconsistent 
with their notion of liberty. For so long as 
prior inclination possesses the will, and is not 
removed, it binds the will, so that it is utterly 
impossible that the will should act otherwise than 
agreeably to it. Surely the will cannot act or 
choose contrary to a remaining prevailing inclina¬ 
tion of the will. To suppose otherwise, would be 
the same thing as to suppose that the wifi is 
inclined contrary to its present prevailing inclina¬ 
tion, or contrary to what it is inclined to. lha 
which the will chooses and prefers, that, all 
things considered, it preponderates and inclines 
to. It is equally impossible for the will to choose 
contrary to 4 its own remaining and present pre¬ 
ponderating inclination, as it is o pi e J er J' 
trary to its own present preference, or choose 

contrary to its own present choice. _ J e , 
therefore, so long as it is under the in . 

an old preponderating inclination, is not a J 

for a new free act, or any act that shall no 
an act of self-determination. The act w -l 0 , , 

self-determined free act, must be an act w ic 
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will determines in the possession and use of such 
a liberty, as consists in a freedom from every¬ 
thing, which, if it were there, would make it 
impossible that the will, at that time, should be 
otherwise than that way to which it tends. 

If any one should say there is no need that 
the indifference should be perfect; but although 
a former inclination and preference still remains, 
yet, if it be not very strong and violent, possibl}' 
the strength of the will may oppose and overcome 
it: this is grossly absurd ; for the strength of the 
will, let it be never so great, does not at all enable 
it to act one way, and the contrary way, both at 
the same time. It gives it no such sovereignty 
and command, as to cause itself to prefer and°not 
to prefer at the same time, or to choose contrary 
to its own present choice. 

Therefore, if there be the least degree pf„ 
antecedent preponderation of the will, it must 
be perfectly abolished before the will can be at 
“ b ® rt y *° determine itself the contrary way. 
And if the will determines itself the same wav, 
it was not a free determination, because the will 
is not wholly at liberty in so doing : its determin¬ 
ation is not altogether from itself, but it was 
partly determined before, in its prior inclination • 
and all the freedom the will exercises in the case is 
in an increase of inclination, which it gives itself 
over and above what it had by foregoing bias -so 
much is from itself, and so much,ip from perfect 
indifference. For though the will had L pre¬ 
vious tendency that way yet as to that additional 
degree of inclination it had no tendencv ; there¬ 
fore the previous tendency is of no consideration, 
with respect to the act wherein the will is free. 
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So that it comes to the same thing which was said 
at first, that as to the act of the will, wherein the 
will is free, there must be perfect indifference or 

equilibrium. 

To illustrate this : if we should suppose a 
sovereign self-moving power in a natural body, 
but that the body is in motion already, by an 
antecedent bias; for instance, gravitation towards 
the centre of the earth ; and has one degree of 
motion already, by virtue of that previous ten¬ 
dency ; but by its self-moving power it adds one 
decree more to its motion, and moves so much 
more swiftly towards the centre of the earth than 
it would do by its gravity only : it is evident, 
that all that is owing to a self-moving power in 
this case, is the additional degree of motion ; and 
that the other degree of motion which it had from 
* gravity, is of no consideration in the case, does 
2iot help the effect of the free self-moving power 
in the least; the effect is just the same as if the 
body had received from itself one degree of 
motion from a state of perfect rest. . So, if we 
should suppose a self-moving power given to the 
scale of a balance, which has a weight of one 
degree beyond the opposite scale ; and we ascribe 
to it an ability to add to itself another degree of 
force the same way, by its self-moving power : 
this is just the same thing as to ascribe to it a 
power to give itself one degree of preponderate 
from a perfect 'Equilibrium ; and so much power 
is tfte scale has to give itself an over- a ance 
from a perfect equipoise, so much seli-movin 0 
self-preponderating power it has, and no ™ 0,e - 
So that fts Tree power this way is always to be 

measured from perfect equilibrium. 
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I need say no more to prove, that if indifference 
be essential to liberty, it must be perfect indiffer¬ 
ence ; and that so far as the will is destitute of 
this, so far it is destitute of that freedom by which 
it is its own master, and in a capacity of being* its 
own determiner, without being at all passive, or 
subject to the power and sway of something else, 
in its motions and determinations. 

Having observed these things, let us now try 
whether this notion of the liberty of will consisting 
in indifference and equilibrium, and the will’s self- 
determination in such a state, be not absurd and 
inconsistent. 

And here I would lay down this as an axiom of 
undoubted truth ; that every free act is done in a 
state of f reedom , and not only after suck a state. 
If an act of the will be an act wherein the soul is 
free, it must be exerted in a state of freedom, and 
in the time of freedom. It will not suffice,' that 
the act immediately follows a state of liberty ; but 
liberty must yet continue, and co-exist with the 
act; the soul remaining in possession of liberty. 
Because that is the notion of a free act of the soul, 
even an act wherein the soul uses or exercises 
liberty. But if the soul is not, in the very time 

of the act, in the possession of liberty, it cannot at 
that time be in the use of it. 

Now the question is, whether ever the soul of 
man puts forth an act of will, while it yet remains 
m a state of liberty, in that notion of a state of 
hberty viz., as implying a state of indifference: 
or whether the soul ever exerts an act of choice or 
preference, while at that very time the will is in a 
perfect equilibrium, not inclining one way more 
than another. The very putting of the question 
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is sufficient to show the absurdity of the affirmative 
answer; for how ridiculous would it be for any 
body to insist, that the soul chooses one thing 
before another, when at the very same instant it is 
perfectly indifferent with respect to each ! This is 
the same thing as to say, the soul prefers one thing 
to another, at the very same time that it has no 
preference. Choice and preference can no more be 
in a state of indifference, than motion can be in a 
state of rest, or than the preponderation of the scale 
of a balance can be in a state of equilibrium. 
Motion may be the next moment after rest; but 
cannot co-exist with it in any , even the least part 
of it. So, choice may be immediately after a state 
of indifference, but has no co-existence with it: 
even the very beginning of it is not in a state of 
indifference. And therefore if this be liberty, no 
act of the will, in any degree, is ever performed in 
a state of liberty, or in the time of liberty. Yolition 
and liberty are so far from agreeing together, and 
being essential one to another, that they are contrary 
one to another, and one excludes and destro}^ the 
other, as much as motion and rest, light and dark¬ 
ness, or life and death. So that the will acts no 
at all, does not so much as begin to act, m the time 
of such libertv: freedom is perfectly at an en , 
and has ceased to be, at the first moment of action, 
and therefore liberty cannot reach the. action, to 
affect, or qualify it, or give it a denomination, or 
any part of it, any more than if it had ceased to 
be, twenty years before the action began. I be 
moment that liberty ceases to be, it ceases to be a 
qualification of anything. If light and darkness 
succeed one another instantaneously, lighkquaiii es 
nothing after it is gone out, to make anything 



Sect. VII. CONSISTING IN INDIFFERENCE. 


97' 


lightsome or bright, any more at the first moment 
of perfect darkness, than months or years after. 
Life denominates nothing • Hal at the first moment 

v_ 

of perfect death. So freedom, if it consists in, 
or implies, indifference, can denominate nothing 
free, at the first moment of preference or prepon- 
deration. Therefore it is manifest, that no liberty 
which the soul is possessed of, or ever uses, in any 
of its acts of volition, consists in indifference ; and 
that the opinion of such as suppose that indiffer¬ 
ence belongs to the very essence of liberty, is to 
the highest degree absurd and contradictory. 

If any one should imagine, that this manner of 
arguing is nothing but a trick and delusion ; and, 
to evade the reasoning, should say, that the thing 
wherein the will exercises its liberty, is not in the 
act of choice or preponderation itself, but in deter - 
mining itself to a certain choice or preference; 
that the act of the will wherein it is free, and uses 
its own sovereignty, consists in its causing or 
determining the change or transition from a state 
of indifference to a certain preference, or determin- 
ing to give a certain turn to the balance, which 
has hitherto been even ; and that this act the will 
exerts in a state of liberty, or while the will yet 
remains in equilibrium, and perfect master of 
itself:—I say, if anyone chooses to express his 
notion of liberty after this, or some such manner, 
let us see if he can make out his matters anv better 
than before. J 

What is asserted is, that the will, while it yet 
remains in perfect equilibrium, without preference, 
determines to change itself from that state, and 
excite • in itself (i certain choice or preference# 
Now let us see whether this does not come to the 
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same absurdity we had before. If it be so, that 
the will, while it yet remains perfectly indmeren , 
determines to put itself out of that state, and givo 
itself a certain preponderation; then, I. woul 
inquire, whether the soul does not determine is 
of choice; or whether the will’s coming to a deter- 
mination to do so, be not the same thing as ® 
soul’s coming to a choice to do so. If the sou o 
not determine this of choice, or in the exercise ot 

choice, then it does not determine it 

and if the soul does not determine d voluntan y 

„ f it,»«,•>>»- 

t'ZnlJ, Llilert) »/ ^ eiercised m 

it, tncn # ? What sort of liberty is ex- 

ercised by soul 'in those determinations, wherein 
there is no exercise of choice, which are no volun¬ 
tary, and wherein the will is not concerned? Bu 
if it be allowed, that this determination is an act 
of choice, and it be insisted on, that the soul, while 
it yet remains in a state of perfect indifference, 
chooses to put itself out of that state and to turn 
itself one way ; then the soul is already come to a 

choice ; «JcL.sc, .ha. way. And so ye have the 

very one absurdity which we had before He 
is the soul in a state of choice, and m a state of 

equilibrium, both at the same time: the s0 » 1 - a r ® ac J 
choosing one way, while it remains in a state of 
perfect indifference, and has no choice of one way 
more than the other. And indeed this manner o 
talking, though it may a little hide the a s . y 
in the obscurity of expression, is more nonsensica , 
and increases the inconsistency. To say, the fiee 
act of the will, or the act which the will exerts m 
„ nf freedom and indifference, does not imply 
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preference in it, but is wliat the will does in order 
to causing or producing a preference, is as much 
as to say, the soul chooses (for to will and to choose 
are the same thing) without choice, and prefers 
without preference, in order to cause or produce 
the beginning of a preference, or the first choice. 
And that is, that the first choice is exerted without 
choice, in order to produce itself. 

If any, to evade these things, should own, 
that a state of liberty and a state of indifference 
are not the same, and that the former may be 
without the latter ; but should say, that indif¬ 
ference is still essential to the freedom of an act 
of will, in some sort, namely, as it is necessary 
to go immediately before it; it being essential 
to the freedom of an act of will that it should 
directly and immediately arise out of a state of 
indifference : still this will not help the cause 
of Arminian liberty, or make it consistent with 
itself. For if the act springs immediately out 
of a state of indifference, then it does not arise 
from antecedent choice or preference. But if the 
act arises directly out of a state of indifference, 
without anj’’ intervening choice to choose and 
determine it, then the act not being determined 
by choice, is not determined by the will; the 
mind exercises no free choice in the affair, and 
free choice and free will have no hand in the 
determination of the act. Which is entirely incon¬ 
sistent with their notion of the freedom of volition. 

If any should suppose, that these difficulties 
and absurdities may be avoided, by saying, that 
the liberty of the mind consists in a power to 
suspend the act of the will, and so to keep it in 
a state of indifference until there has been oppor- 
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tunity for consideration ; and so shall say, that 
however indifference is not essential to liberty 
in such a manner that the mind must make its 
choice in a state of indifference, which is an in¬ 
consistency, or that the act of will must spring 
immediately out of indifference, yet indifference 
may be essential to the liberty of acts of the will 
in this respect, viz., That liberty consists in a 
power of the mind to forbear or suspend the act 
of volition, and keep the mind in a state of indif¬ 
ference for the present, until there has been 
opportunity for proper deliberation : I say, if any 
one imagines that this helps the matter, it is 
a great mistake ; it reconciles no inconsistency, 
and relieves no difficulty, w T hich the affair is 
attended with. For here the following things 
must be observed : 

1. That this suspending of volition, if there be 
properly any such thing, is itself an act of voli¬ 
tion. If the mind determines to suspend its act, 
it determines it voluntarily; it chooses, on some 
consideration, to suspend it. And this choice or 
determination is an act of the will: and indeed it 
is supposed to be so in the very hypothesis ; for it 
is supposed that the liberty of the will consists m 
its power to do this, and that its doing it is the 
very tiling* wherein the will exercises its liberty* 
But how can the will exercise liberty in it, if it be 
not an act of the will ? The liberty of the will is 
not exercised in anything but what the will does. 

2. This determining to suspend acting is no 
only an act of the will, but it is supposed to e 
the only free act of the will; because it is sai , 
that this is the thing wherein the liberty of the wi 
consists . Now if this be so, then this is all t e 
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act of will that we have to consider in tins con¬ 
troversy, about the liberty of will, and in our 
inquiries, wherein the liberty of Tran consists. 
And now the fore-mentioned difficulties remain : 
the former question returns upon us, viz., Where¬ 
in consists the freedom of the will in those acts 
wherein it is free ? And if this act of determin¬ 
ing a suspension be the only act in which the ^ 
will is free, then wherein consists the will’s 
freedom with respect to this act of suspension Y 
And how is indifference essential to this act ? 
The answer must be, according to what is sup¬ 
posed in the evasion under consideration—That 
the liberty of the will, in this act of suspension, 
consists in a power to suspend even this act, 
until there has been opportunity for thorough 
deliberation. But this will be to plunge directly 
into the grossest nonsense : for it is the act of 
suspension itself that we are speaking of; and 
there is no room for a space of deliberation and 
suspension in order to determine whether we 
will suspend, or no. For that supposes, that 
even suspension itself may be deferred ; which 
is absurd : for the very deferring the determina¬ 
tion of suspension, to consider whether we will 
suspend or no, will be actually suspending. For 
during the space of suspension, to consider 
whether to suspend, the act is ipso facto sus- 
• pended. There is no medium between suspending 
to act, and immediately acting ; and therefore no 

possibility of avoiding either the one or the other 
one moment. 

And besides, this is attended with ridiculous 
absurdity another way: for now it is come to 
that, that liberty consists wholly in the mind’s 
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having power to suspend its determination whe¬ 
ther to suspend or no ; that there may be time 
for consideration, whether it be best to suspend. 
And if liberty consists in this only, then this is 
the liberty under consideration : we have to 
inquire now, how liberty with respect to this act 
of suspending a determination of suspension, con- 
' sists in indifference, or how indifference is essential 
to it. The answer, according to the hypothesis 
we are upon, must be, that it consists in a power 
of suspending even this last-mentioned act, to 
have time to consider whether to suspend that. 
And then the same difficulties and inquiries 
return over again with respect to that; and so. on 
for ever. Which, if it would show anything, 
would show only that there is no such thing as 
a free act. It drives the exercise of freedom 
back in infinitum; and that is to drive it out of 

the world. 

And besides all this, there is a delusion, and a 
latent gross contradiction, in the affair another 
way ; inasmuch as, in explaining how, or in what 
respect, the will is free with regard to a particular 
act of volition, it is said, that its liberty consists 
in a power to determine to suspend that act , which 
places liberty not in that act of volition which the 
inquiry is about, but altogether in another antece¬ 
dent act. Which contradicts the thing supposed 
in both the question and answer. I he question is, 
wherein consists the mind’s liberty in any par¬ 
ticular act of volition ? And the answer, in 
pretending to show wherein lies the mind s liberty 
in that act , in effect says, it does not lie in that act 
at all, but in another, viz., a volition to suspen 
that act. And therefore the answer is both con- 
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tradictory, and altogether impertinent and beside 
the purpose. For it does not show wherein the 
liberty of the will consists in the act in question ; 
instead of that, it supposes it does not consist in 
that act at all, but in another distinct from it, 
even a volition to suspend that act, and take time 
to consider of it. And no account is pretended to 
be given wherein the mind is free with respect to 
that act, wherein this answer supposes the liberty 
ot the mind indeed consists, viz., the act of suspen¬ 
sion, or of determining the suspension. 

On the whole, it is exceeding manifest, that the 
liberty of the mind does not consist in indifference, 
and that indifference is not essential or necessary 
to it, or at all belonging to it, as the Armiuians 
suppose ; that opinion being full of nothing but 
absurdity and self-contradiction. 

SECTION VIII. 

CONCERNING THE SUPPOSED LIBERTY OF THE WILL AS 

OPPOSITE TO ALL NECESSITY. 

It is a thing chiefly insisted on by Arminians, in 
this controversy, as a thing most important and 

-n Uman Ubert y> that volitions, or the 
ucts ot the will, are contingent events ; understand- 

con * m gence as opposite, not only to constraint 
but to all necessity. Therefore I would particularly 

consider this matter. And p laU y 

L I would inquire, whether there is, or can be 
any such thing as a volition which is contTnJ^ 
in such a sense, as not only to come to pass without 
any necessity of constraint or co-action, but also 
without a necessity of consequence, or an infallible 
connection with anything foregoing. 
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2. Whether, if it were so, this would at all help 
the cause of liberty. 

I would consider whether volition is a thing that 
ever does, or can, come to pass, in this manner, 

contingently. 

And here it must be remembered, that it has 
been already shown, that nothing can ever come 
r to pass without a cause, or reason why it exists m 
this manner rather than another ; and the evidence 
of this has been particularly applied to the acts ot 
the will. Now if this be so, it will demonstrably 
follow, that the acts of the will are never con¬ 
tingent, or without necessity, in the sense spoken 
of; inasmuch as those things which have a cause 
or reason of their existence, must be connece 
with their cause. This appears by the following 

considerations. , * 

1. For an event to have a cause and ground. 

its existence, and yet not to be connected with its 
cause, is an inconsistency. For if the event be no 
connected with the cause, it is not dependent on 
the cause; its existence is, as it were, loose irom 
its influence, and may attend it, or may not; i 
being a mere contingence, whether it follows or 
attends the influence of the cause, or not: and tna 
is the same thing as not to be dependent on l • 
And to say, the event is not dependent on its 
cause, is absurd : it is the same thing as to say j> 1 
is not its cause, nor the event the effect of it, 0 
dependence on the influence of a cause is the veiy 
notion of an effect. If there be no such relation 
between one thing and another, consisting in e 
connection and dependence of one thing on t e 
influence of another, then it is certain there is no 
such relation between them as is signified by the 
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terms cause and effect. So far as an event is 
dependent on a cause and connected with it, so 
much causality is there in the ease, and no more. 
The cause does, or brings to pass, no more in any 
event, than is dependent on it. If we say, the 
connection and dependence is not total, but partial, 
and that the effect, though it has some connection 
and dependence, yet is not entirely dependent on 
it; that is the same thing as to say, that not all 
that is in the event is an effect of that cause, but 
that only part of it arises from thence, and part 
some other way. 

2. If there are some events which are not neces¬ 
sarily connected with their causes, then it will 
follow, that there are some things which come to 
pass without any cause, contrary to the supposition. 
For if there be any event which was not necessarily 
connected with the influence of the cause under 
such circumstances, then it was contingent whether 
it w ould attend or follow the influence of the cause, 
or no ; it might have followed, and it might not, 
when the cause was the same, its influence the 
same, and under the same circumstances. And if 
so, why did it follow, rather than not follow ? 
There is no cause or reason of this. Therefore 
here is something without any cause or reason 
why it is, viz., the following of the effect on the 
influence of the cause, with which it was not neces¬ 
sarily connected. If there be a necessary con¬ 
nection of the effect on anything antecedent, then 
we may suppose that sometimes the event will 
follow the cause, and sometimes not, when the 
cause is the same, and in every respect in the same 
state and circumstances. And what can be the 
cause and reason of this strange phenomenon, even 
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this diversity, that in one instance, the effect 
should follow, in another not P It is evident by 
the supposition, that this is wholly without any 
cause or ground. Here is something in the present 
manner of the existence of things, and state of the 
world, that is absolutely without a cause. Which 
is contrary to the supposition, and contrary to what 
has been before demonstrated. 

3. To suppose there are some events which have 
a cause and ground of their existence, that yet are 
not necessarily connected with their cause, is to 
suppose that they have a cause which is not their 
cause. Thus ; if the effect be not necessarily con¬ 
nected with the cause, with its influence, and 
influential circumstances; then, as I observed 
before, it is a thing possible and supposable, that 
the cause may sometimes exert the same influence, 
under the same circumstances, and yet the effect 
not follow. And if this actually happens in any 
instance, this instance is a proof, in fact, that the 
influence of the cause is not sufficient to produce 
the effect. For if it had been sufficient, it would 
have done it. And yet, by the supposition, in 
another instance, the same cause, with perfectly 
the same influence, and when all circumstances 
which have any influence are the same, it was fol¬ 
lowed with the effect. By which it is manifest, 
that the effect in this last instance was not owing 
to the influence of the cause, but must come to 
pass some other way. For it was proved before, 
that the influence of the cause was not sufficient 
to produce the effect. And if it was not sufficient 
to produce it, then the production of it could not 
be owing to that influence, but must be owing to 
something else, or owing to nothing. And if the 
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effect be not owing to the influence of the cause, 
then it is not the cause. "Which brings us to the 
contradiction, of a cause, and no cause ; that which 
is the ground and reason of the existence of a 
thing, and at the same time is not the ground and 
reason of its existence, nor is sufficient to be so. 

If the matter be not already so plain as to render 
any further reasoning upon it impertinent, I would 
say, that that which seems to be the cause in the 
supposed case, can be no cause; its power and in¬ 
fluence having, on a full trial, proved insufficient 
to produce such an effect: and if it be not sufficient 
to produce it, then it does not produce it. To say 
otherwise, is to say, there is power to do that 
which there is not power to do. If there be in a 
cause sufficient power exerted, and in circum¬ 
stances sufficient to produce an effect, and so the 
effect be actually produced at one time; these 
things all concurring, will produce the effect at all 
times. And so we may turn it the other way; 
that which proves not sufficient at one time, can¬ 
not be sufficient at another, with precisely the 
same influential circumstances. And therefore if 
the effect follows, it is not owing to that cause; 
unless the different time be a circumstance which 
has influence: but that-is contrary to the suppo¬ 
sition ; for it is supposed that all circumstances 
that have influence are the same. And besides, 
this would be to suppose the time to be the cause; 
which is contrary to the supposition of the other 
thing’s being the cause. But if merely diversUv 
of time has no influence, then it is evident that it 
is as much of an absurdity to say, the cause was 
sufficient to produce the effect at one time, and not 
at another; as to say, that it is sufficient to pro- 

s 
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duce the effect at a certain time, and yet not suffi¬ 
cient to produce the same effect at the same time. 

On' the whole, it is clearly manifest, that every 
effect has a necessary connection with its cause, or 
with that which is the true ground and reason ot 
its existence. And therefore, if there be no event 
without a cause, as was proved before, then n ° 
event whatsoever is contingent in the manner that 

Arminians suppose the free acts of the will to he 

contingen 

XJ 

SECTION IX. 

5F THE CONNECTION OF TIIE ACTS OF THE WILL WITH 
THE DICTATES OF THE UNDERSTANDING. 

T is manifest, that the acts of the will are none 
if them contingent in such a sense as to be wit - 
, ut all necessity, or so as not to be necessary with 
necessity of consequence and connection; be- 
ause every act of the will is someway connected 

XL the understanding, and is as the greatest 
‘ lU , j i n the manner which has already 
pparent go ’ ]y that the soul always wills 

,een explained , nam j^ ^ nt view of the 

r chooses that w hole of that view, and 

nind, considered appears most agreeable. 

11 that belongs to it, nothing ° is m0 re 

lecause, as was obsu <i^nen vo i uuta rily, and 

vident than that, w do what appears 

o what they P^se, th _ th y otherwise, 

lost agreeable to them, a / n do not 

ould be as much as to affirm, what 

iioose what appears to suit them be , 

>ems most pleasing to them ; or that t ey 
loose what they prefer. Which brmgs the mat- 

)T to a contradiction. 
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And it is very evident in itself, tliat the acts of 
the will have some connection with the dictates or 
views of the understanding, so this is allowed by 
some of the chief of the Arminian writers par¬ 
ticularly by Dr. Whitby and Dr. Samuel Clarke. 
Dr. lurnbull, though a great enemy to the doc- 
tnne of necessity, allows the same thing. In his 
Christian Philosophy,” (p. 196) he with much 
approbation cites another philosopher, as of the 
same mind in these words: “ No man (says an 
excellent philosopher) sets himself about anything 
but upon some view or other, which serves him for 
a reason for what he does; and whatsoever facul¬ 
ties he employs, the understanding, with such 
tight as it has, well or ill formed, constantly leads : 
and by that light, true or false, all her operative 
powers are directed. The will itself, how absolute 
and incoiitrollable soever it may bo thought, never 

st an din l < $ edle " c \ to th « dictates of the under¬ 
standing lemples have their sacred images • and 

we see what influence they have always had’over 
a great part of mankind; but in truth, the ideas 
and images in men’s minds are the invisible powers 
that constantly govern them ; and to these thev 
a li pay universally a ready submission/' 

l»ut whether this be in a just consistence with 
themselves, and their own notions of libertv T 
desire may now be impartially considered. 

Dr. Whitby plainly supposes, that the acts ami 
determinations of the will always follow the un 
derstandmg s apprehension or view of the ereatesf 

good to be obtained, or evil to be avoided? or Yn 

other words, that the determinations of the will 
constantly and infallibly follow these two things 
in the understanding: 1. The degree of good to be 
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obtained, and evil to be avoided, proposed to the 

understanding, and apprehended, viewed and 

taken notice of by it. 2. The degree of the un¬ 
derstandings view, notice, or apprehension. ot 
that good or evil; which is increased by attention 
and consideration. That this is an opinion he is 
exceeding peremptory in (as he is m every opinion 
which he maintains in his controversy with the 
Calvinists) with disdain of the contrary opinion, 
is absurd and self-contradictory, will appear by 

Xe following words of his, in hi, discourse on the 

K " e N P o°»1t'i» certain, that what naturally make, 
imow it -nprceive, is evidence pro- 

the ^^^ehended, considered or adverted to: 
posed and appre uisite to make us come 

for nothing else can be Again, what 

t0 k hG the°wi l Sioose, is something approved by 

the understand g > ^ what ^ oever it refuseth, 

to the soul as 0 bv the understanding, 

is something represented { by ^^1 flU 

and so appearing to be onl this ; 

that God requires of « “J n the ood . Where¬ 
to refuse the ^ e * idenC e proposed, apprehended, 
fore, to say that. sufficient to make the un- 

and considered, is no greatest good 

proposed, the greatest evd ttotene age 

believed and reflected on, is no - ^ ^ . g 

the will to choose the good an V iove the 

i„ effect to say, that which en . 

w'U to choose or to refuse, is not s t 

rrnge is so to do; which being contradictory 

itself, must of necessity be false. Be i 

* ScooDd edit., pp. 211, 212, 213. 
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that we naturally have an aversion to the truths 
proposed to us in the Gospel; that only can make 
us indisposed to attend to them, but cannot hinder 
our conviction, when we do apprehend them, and 
attend to them. Be it, that there is in us also a 
renitency to the good we are to choose; that onlv 
can indispose us to believe it is, and to approve it. 
as our chiefest good. Be it, that we are prone to 
the evil that we should decline; that only can 
render it the more difficult for us to believe it is 
the worst of evils. But yet, what we do really 
believe to be our chiefest good , will still be chosen; 
and what we apprehend to be the worst of evils , 
udl, whilst we do continue under that conviction, 
be ref used by us. It therefore can be only requi¬ 
site, in order to these ends, that the good Spirit 
should so illuminate our understandings, that we, 
attending to, and considering, what lies before us, 
s.iould apprehend, and be convinced of our duty ; 
and that the blessing of the Gospel should be so 
propounded to us, as that we may discern them to 
be our chiefest good; and the miseries it threaten- 
eth, so as we may be convinced that they are the 

worst of evils; that we may choose the one, and 
refuse the other.” 

Here let it be observed, how plainly and per¬ 
emptorily it is asserted, that the greatest good 
proposed , and the greatest evil threatened, when 
equally believed and reflected on, is sufficient to 
engage the will to choose the good, and refuse the 
evil, and is that alone which doth move the will 
to choose or to refuse; and that it is contradictory 
to itself, to suppose otherwise; and, therefore, 
must of necessity be false ; and then what we clo 
really believe to be our chiefest good, will still be 
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chosen; and what tve apprehend to he the worst 
of evils , will, whilst we continue under that con¬ 
viction, he refused hy us. Nothing could have 
been said more to the purpose, fully to signify and 
declare, that the determinations of the will must 
evermore follow the illumination, conviction, and 
notice of the understanding, with regard to the 
oreatest good and evil proposed, reckoning both 
the decree of good and evil understood, and the 
deo-ree°of understanding, notice, and conviction, 
of that proposed good and evil; and that it is thus 
necessarily, and can be otherwise m no instance, 
because it is asserted, that it implies a contradic¬ 
tion, to suppose it ever to be otherwise. 

I am sensible, the doctor’s aim in these assertions 
is against the Calvinists; to show, in opposition 
to them, that there is no need of any physical 
operation of the Spirit of God on the will, to 
change and determine that to a good choice, b 
that God’s operation and assistance is only moral, 
suggesting ideas to the understanding; which he 
supposes to be enough, if those ideas are attended 
to 1 infallibly to obtain the end. But whatever his 

Sr a -KF 

of the understanding, concerning the greatest good 
and evil, and this be that alone which moves the 
will, and it be a contradiction to suppose other¬ 
wise ; then it is necessarily so, the will necessai . 
follows this light or view of the understanding, 
not only in some of its acts, but m every ac 
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of choosing and refusing. So that the will does 
not determine itself in any one of its own acts ; 
but all its acts, every act of choice and refusal, 
depends on, and is necessarily connected with, 
some antecedent cause; which cause is not the will 
itself, nor any act of its own, nor anything per¬ 
taining to that faculty, but something belonging 
to another faculty, whose acts go before the will, 
in all its acts, and govern and determine them 
every one. 

Here, if it should be replied, that although it be 
true, that, according to the doctor, the final deter¬ 
mination of the will always depends upon, and is 
infallibly connected with, the understanding’s 
conviction, and notice of the greatest good; yet 
the acts of the will are not necessary, because that 
conviction and notice of the understanding is first 
dependent on a preceding act of the will, in deter- 
m V\ in .£ attend to, and take notice of the evidence 
exhibited; by which means the mind obtains that 
degree of conviction, which is sufficient and effec¬ 
tual to determine the consequent and ultimate 
choice of the will; and that the will with regard 
to that preceding act, whereby it determines 
whether to attend or no, is not necessary; and 
that in this the liberty of the will consists, that 
when God holds forth sufficient objective light, 
the will is at liberty whether to command the 
attention of the mind to it. 

Nothing can be more weak and inconsiderate 
than such a reply as this. For that preceding act 
of the will, in determining to attend and consider, 
still is an act of tlie will (it is so to be sure, if the 
liberty of the will consists in it, as is supposed), 
and if it be an act of the will, it is an act of choice 
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or refusal. And therefore, if what the doctor 
asserts be true, it is determined by some antecedent 
light in the understanding, concerning the greatest 
apparent good or evil. For he asserts, it is that 
light which alone doth move the will to choose or 
refuse. And therefore the will must be moved bv 
that in choosing to attend tc the objective light 
offered, in order to another consequent act of 
choice: so that this act is no less necessary than 
the other. And if we suppose another act of the 
will, still preceding both these mentioned, to deter¬ 
mine both, still that also must be an act of the 
will, and an act of choice; and so must, by the 
same principles, be infallibly determined by some 
certain degree of light in the understanding con¬ 
cerning the greatest good. And let us suppose as 
many acts of the will, one preceding another, as 
we please, yet they are every one of them neces¬ 
sarily determined by a certain degree of light in 
the understanding, concerning the greatest and 
most eligible good in that case; and so, not one of 
them free, according to Dr. AVhitby’s notion of 
freedom. And if it be said, the reason, why men 
do not attend to light held forth, is because of ill 
habits contracted by evil acts committed before, 
whereby their minds are indisposed to attend to, 
and consider of the truth held forth to them by 
God; the difficulty is not at all avoided : still the 
question returns, What determined the wiU m 
those preceding evil acts ? It must, by Dr. YVlnt- 
by’s principles, still be the view of the under¬ 
standing concerning the greatest good and evil. 

If this view of the understanding be that atone 
which doth move the will to choose or refuse , as 
the doctor asserts, then every act of choice or 


Scot. TX. WITH THE UNDERSTANDING . 


115 


r fusal , from a man’s first existence, is moved and 
determined by this view; and this view of the 
understanding exciting and governing the act, 
must be before the act: and therefore the will is 
necessarily determined, in every one of its acts, 
from a man’s first existence, by a cause beside the 
will, and a cause that does not proceed from, or 
depend on, any act of the will at all. Which at 
once utterly abolishes the doctor’s whole scheme 
of liberty of will; and he, at one stroke, has cut 
the sinews of all his arguments from the goodness, 
righteousness, faithfulness, and sincerity of God, in 
his commands, promises, threatenings, calls, invi¬ 
tations, expostulations; which he makes use of, 
under the heads of reprobation, election, universal 
redemption, sufficient and effectual grace, and the 
freedom of the will of man; and has enervated and 
made vain all those exclamations against the doc¬ 
trine of the Calvinists, as charging God with 
manifest unrighteousness, unfaithfulness, hypo¬ 
crisy, fallaciousness, and cruelty; which he‘ has 

over, and over, and over again, numberless times 
in his book. 

I)r. Samuel Clarke, in his “ Demonstration of 
the Being and Attributes of God,” * to evade the 
argument to prove the necessity of volition, from 
its necessary connection with the last dictate of 
the understanding, supposes the latter not to be 
diverse from the act of the will itself. But if it 
be so, it will not alter the case as to the evi¬ 
dence of the necessity of the act of the will. If 
the dictate of the understanding be the very same 
with the determination of the will or choice, as 
Dr. Clarke supposes, then this determination is no 

• Sixth edit., p. 93. 
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fruit or effect of choice; and if so, no liberty of 
choice has any hand in it: as to volition or choice, 
it is necessary, that is, choice cannot prevent it. 
If the last dictate of the understanding be the 
same with the determination of volition itself, 
then the existence of that determination must be 
necessary as to volition : inasmuch as volition can 
' have no opportunity to determine whether it shall 
exist or no, it having existence already before 
volition has opportunity to determine anything. 
It is itself the very rise and existence of volition. 
But a thing, after it exists, has no opportunity to 
determine as to its own existence ; it is too late 

for that. . . . 

If liberty consists in that which Armimans 

suppose, viz., in the will’s determining its ovn 
acts, having free opportunity, and being with¬ 
out all necessity; this is the same as to say, 
that liberty consists in the soul’s having power 
and opportunity to have what determinations ot 
the will it pleases or chooses. And if the de¬ 
terminations of the will, and the last dictates of 
the understanding, be the same thing, then liberty 
consists in the mind’s having power to have what 
dictates of the understanding it pleases, having 
opportunity to choose its own dictates of under- 
standing. ‘But this is absurd; for it is to make 
the determination of choice prior to the dictate of 
the understanding, and the ground of it, w ic 
cannot consist with the dictate of understanding s 
being the determination of choice itself. 

Here is no way to do in this case, but only^ o 
recur to the old absurdity of one determination 
before another, and the cause of it; and another 
before that, determining that; and so on in inji- 
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nitum. If the last dictate of the understanding 
be the determination of the will itself, and the 
soul be free with regard to that dictate, in the 
Arminian notion of freedom ; then the soul, before 
that dictate of its understanding exists, volun¬ 
tarily and according to its own choice determines, 
in every case, what that dictate of the under¬ 
standing shall be ; otherwise, that dictate, as to 
the will, is necessary, and the acts determined by 
it must also be necessary. So that here is a 
determination of the mind prior to that dictate of 
the understanding ; an act of choice going before 
it, choosing and determining what that dictate of 
the understanding shall be : and this preceding 
act of choice, being a free act of will, must also 
be the same with another last dictate of the 
understanding : and if the mind also be free in 
that dictate of understanding, that must be deter¬ 
mined still by another ; and so on for ever. 

Besides, if the dictate of the understanding, 
and determination of the will, be the same, this 
confounds the understanding and will, and makes 
them the same. Whether they be the same or 
no, I will not now dispute ; but only would ob¬ 
serve, that if it be so, and the Arminian notion 
of liberty consists in a self-determining power 
in the understanding, free of all necessity ; being 
independent, undetermined by anything prior to 
its own acts and determinations ; and the more the 
understanding is thus independent, and sovereign 
over its own determinations, the more free. By 
this therefore the freedom of the soul, as a 
moral agent, must consist in the independence of 
the understanding on any evidence or appearance 
of things, or anything whatsoever, that stands 
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forth to the view of the mind, prior to the un¬ 
derstanding’s determination. And what a sort of 
liberty is this ! consisting in an ability, freedom, 
and easiness of judging, either according to evi¬ 
dence, or against it; having a sovereign command 
over itself at all times, to judge, either agreeably 
or disagreeably to what is plainly exhibited to its 
r own view. Certainly, it is no liberty that renders 
persons the proper subjects of persuasive reason¬ 
ing, arguments, expostulations, and such like moral 
means and inducements. The use of which with 
mankind is a main argument of the Armenians, 
to defend their notion of liberty without all 
necessity. For according to this, the more ree 
men are, the less they are under the government ot 
such means, less subject to the power of evidence 
and reason, and more independent on their influ¬ 
ence in their determinations. 

And whether the understanding and will are 
the same or no, as Dr. Clarke seems to suppose, 
yet, in order to maintain the Arminian notion of 
liberty without necessity, the free will is not 
determined by the understanding, nor necessarily 
connected with the understanding; and the fur¬ 
ther from such connection, the greater the free¬ 
dom. And when the liberty is full and complete, 
the determinations of the will have no connection 
at all with the dictates of the understanding. 
And if so, in vain are all the applications to the 
understanding, in order to induce to any free 
virtuous act; and so in vain are all instructions, 
counsels, invitations, expostulations, and all argu¬ 
ments and persuasives whatsoever ; for these are 
but applications to the understanding, and a glear 
and lively exhibition of the objects of choice to 
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the mind’s view. But if, after all, the will must 
be self-determined, and independent on the under¬ 
standing, to what purpose are things thus repre¬ 
sented to the understanding, in order to determine 
the choice ? 


SECTION X. 

VOLITION NECESSARILY CONNECTED WITH THE INFLUENCE 
OF MOTIVES : WITH PARTICULAR OBSERVATIONS ON THE 
GREAT INCONSISTENCE OF MR. CHUBB’S ASSERTIONS AND 
REASONINGS ABOUT THE FREEDOM OF THE WILL. 

T hat every act of the will has some cause, and 
consequently (by what has been already proved) 
las a necessary connection with its cause, and so is 
necessary by a necessity of connection and conse- 
qiience, is evident by this, that every act of the 
w 1 w atsoever is excited by some motive : which 
is manifest, because, if the will or mind, in willing 
and choosing after the manner that it does, is 
excited so to do by no motive or inducement, then 
it has no end which it proposes to itself, or pursues, 
^ ^ ^ aims at nothing, and seeks nothing. 

1 ^ see ^ s n °thing, then it does not go after 
anything, or exert any inclination or preference 
towards anj'thing. Which brings the matter to a 
contradiction; because, for the mind to will some- 
thing, and for it to go after something by an act of 
preference and inclination, are the same thing. 

But if every act of the will is excited by a motive, 
then that motive is the cause of the act of the will. 
If the acts of the will are excited by motives, then 
motives are the causes of their being excited; or, 
which is the same thing, the cause of their being 
put forth into act and existence. And if so, the 
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existence of the acts of the will is properly the 
effect of their motives. Motives do nothing as 
motives or inducements, but by their influence ; 
and so much as is done by their influence is the 
effect of them. For that is the notion of an effect, 
something that is brought to pass by the influence 

of another thing. . 

And if volitions are properly the effects of their 

motives, then they are necessarily connected with 
their motives ; every effect and event being, as JT a ® 
proved before, necessarily connected with thatwhic 
is the proper ground and reason of its existence. 
Thus it is manifest that volition is necessary, and 
is not from any self-determining power in the wil ; 

the volition, which is caused by previous motive 
and inducement, is not caused by the will exer 
cising* a sovereign power over itself, to determine, 
cause, and excite volitions in itself. This is no 
consistent with the will’s acting in a state ol mdil- 
ference and equilibrium, to determine itself to a 
preference ; for the way in which motives operate, 
is by biassing the will, and giving it a certain 

inclination or preponderation one way. 

Here it may be proper to observe, that M . 
Chubb in his Collection of Tracts on various 
subjects, has advanced a scheme of liberty which 
is greatly divided against itself, and thoroughly 

subversive of itself; and that many wa\ i3. 

I. He is abundant in asserting that the will, m 
all its acts, is influenced by motive and excitemen , 
and that this is the previous ground and. reason o 
all its acts, and that it is never otherwise m an> 
instance. He says, p. 262: No action can Me 
place without some motive to excite it And mp * 
Volition cannot take place without some previoi 
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reason or motive to induce it. And in p. 310 : 
Action would not take place without some reason or 
motive to induce it; it being absurd to suppose , that the 
active faculty would be exerted without some previous 
reason to dispose the mind to action . So also p. 257. 
And he speaks of these things, as what we may be 
absolutely certain of, and which are the founda¬ 
tion, the only foundation we have, of a certaintv 

of the moral perfections of God. Pages 252-255, 
2G1-264. 

• ^. e 8ame time, by his scheme, the 

influence of motives upon us, to excite to action, 
and to be actually a ground of volition, is conse¬ 
quent on the volition or choice of the mind. For 
lie very greatly insists upon it, that in all free 
actions, before the mind is the subject of those 
volitions which motives excite, it chooses to be so. 
It chooses, whether it will comply with the motive 
which presents itself in view, or not; and when 
various motives are presented, it chooses which it 
will yield to, and which it will reject. So p. 256: 
E eery man leas power to act , or to refrain from 
acting , agreeably with , or contrary to , any motive 
that presents. P. 257 : Every man is at liberty 
to act , or refrain from acting , agreeably with , or 
contrary to , what each of these motives , considered 
tangly, would excite him to. Man has power 
and is as much at liberty , to reject the motive that 
does prevail , as he has power , and is at liberty 

■u t,W T e motiw8 t/tat do not. And so pp’ 

, . ’ 1111: In order to constitute a moral aaent 
■tt is necessary that Ice should have 'power to act 
or to refrain from acting, upon imeh moral 
motives as he pleases. And to the like purpose in 
many other places. According to these things 
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the will acts first, and chooses or refuses to comply 
with the motive that is presented, before it falls 
under its prevailing influence: and it is first 
determined by the mind’s pleasure or choice, what 
motives it will be induced by, before it is induced 

by them. > „ 

Now, how can these things hang together. 

How can the mind first act, and by its act or 
volition and choice determine what motives shall 
be the ground, and reason of its volition* and choice . 
For this supposes the choice is already made before 
the motive has its effect; and that the volition is 
already exerted before the motive prevails, so as 
actually to be the ground of the volition ; an 
makes the prevailing of the motive, the conse¬ 
quence of the volition, which yet it is the groun 
of. If the mind has already chosen to comply 
with a motive, and to yield to its excitement, 1 
does not need to yield to it after this : for the thing 
is effected already that the motive would excite to, 
and the will is beforehand with the excitement; 
and the excitement comes in too late, and is need¬ 
less and in vain afterwards. If the mind has 
already chosen to yield to a motive which 
to a thing, that implies, and in fact is, a choosin 
the thin £ invited to ; and the very act of choice is 
before the influence of the motive which induces, 

and is the ground of the choice : the sor h LS ® °? e 
hand with the father that begets him the choice 
is supposed to be the ground of that influence o 
the motive, which very influence is supposed o 
the ground of the choice. And so vice versa , e 

choice is supposed to be the consequence ot e 
influence of the motive, which influence .01 e 
motive is the consequence of that very choice. 
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And besides, if the will acts first towards the 
motive before it falls under its influence, and the 
prevailing of the motive upon it to induce it to act 
and choose, be the fruit and consequence of its act 
and choice, then how is the motive a previous 
ground and reason of the act and choice , so that in 
the nature of the things , volition cannot take place 
v ithout some previous reason and motive to induce 
it and that this act is consequent upon, and follows 
the motive? Which things Mr. Chubb often 
asserts, as of certain and undoubted truth. So 
t lat the very same motive is both previous and 
consequent , both before and after, both the ground 
and fruit of the very same thing ! 

II. Agreeable to the fore-mentioned i nconsistent 
notion of the will's first acting towards the motive, 
choosing whether it will comply with it, in order 
to its becoming a ground of the will’s acting, before 
uny act of volition can take place, Mr. Chubb 

frequently calls motives and excitements to the 

action of the will the passive ground or reason of 
that action. Which is a remarkable phrase; than 

" \ lc 1 .there j s none more unintelligible, 
an void of distinct and consistent meaning, in all 
ie writings of Duns Scotus or Thomas Aquinas. 

hen ho represents the motive to action or volition 
as passive, he must mean—passive in that affair 
or passive with respect to that action, which he 
speaks of; otherwise it is nothing to his purpose 
or relating to the design of his argument: he must 
mean, (.it that can be called a meaning,) that the 
motive to volition is first acted upon or towards 
by the volition choosing to yield to it, making it a 
ground.of action, or determining to fetch its influ¬ 
ence from thence; and so to make it a previous 

m 
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p-rouna oi its own — existence. Which 

is the same absurdity, as if one should say, that 
the soul of man, or any other thing, should, pre¬ 
vious to its existing, choose what cause it would 
come into existence by, and should act upon its 
cause to fetch influence from thence to bring it 
into being; and so its cause should be a passive 

around of its existence ! 

° Mr. Chubb does very plainly suppose motive or 
excitement to be the ground of the being of volition. 
Tie sneaks of it as the ground or reason of the 
exertion of an act of the will, pp. 391, 392, and 

exnressly says, that volition cannot take place 
without some previous ground or motive to 
induce it, p. 363. And he speaks of the act as 
from the motive, and from the influence oj Vie 
motive, p. 352; and from the influence that the 
motive has on the man for the production of an 
action, p. 317. Certainly there is no need of mul¬ 
tiplying words about this; it is easily judged, 
whither motive can be the ground of volition s 
being exerted and taking place, so that the very 
nroduction of it is from the influence of the motive, 

ot the voi F w iH say, that a man, who 

volition. Bu earne ss of meaning in others, 

insists so muc « d l ® their confusion and 
and is so muchin bhimi ^ ^ ^ ex _ 

inconsistence, ou - hj phrase of passive 

plained his meaning m mis p / t be 

ground of action, _ so as to sho 

confused and inconsistent. n , ,, w hpn he 

If any should suppose that Mr. Chubb, 

speaks of motive as a passive J '• 0 btion 

does not mean passive with regard to t 
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which, it is the ground of, but some other antecedent 

volition (though his purpose and argument, and 

whole discourse, will by no means allow of such a 

supposition), yet it would not help the matter in 

the least. For (1.) if we suppose there to be an 

act of volition or choice, by which the soul chooses 

to yield to the invitation of a motive to another 

volition, by which the soul chooses something else; 

both these supposed volitions are in effect the very 

same. A volition, or choosing to j T ield to the force 

of a motive inviting to choose something, comes to 

just the same thing as choosing the thing which 

the motive invites to, as I observed before. So 

that here can be no room to help the matter, by a 

distinction of two volitions. (2.) If the motive be 

passive with respect, not to the same volition that the 

motive excites to, but one truly distinct and prior; 

yet, by Mr. Chubb, that prior volition cannot take 

place, without a motive or excitement, as a previous 

ground of its existence. For he insists, that it is 

absurd to suppose any volition should talce place 

without some previous motive to induce it . So 

that at last it comes to just the same absurdity ; 

for if every volition must have a previous motive, 

then the very first in the whole series must be 

excited by a previous motive; and yet the motive 

to that first volition is passive; but cannot be 

Passive with regard to another antecedent volition, 

because, by the supposition, it is the very first: 

therefore, if it be passive with respect to any 

volition, it must be so with regard to that very 

volition that it is the ground of, and that is excited 
by it. 

III. Though Mr. Chubb asserts, as above, that 
every volition has some motive, and that in the 
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nature of the thing, no volition can take place without 
some motive to induce it; yet he asserts, that voli¬ 
tion does not always follow the strongest motive; 
or in other words, is not governed by any superior 
strength of the motive that is followed, beyond 
motives to the contrary, previous to the volition 
itself. His own words, p. 258, are as follow: 
“Though with regard to physical causes, that 
which is strongest always prevails, yet it is other¬ 
wise with regard to moral causes. Of these, some¬ 
times the stronger, sometimes the weaker, prevails. 
And the ground of this difference is evident, 
namely, that what we call moral causes, strictly 
speaking, are no causes at all, but barely passive 
reasons of, or excitements to, the action, or to the 
refraining from acting: which excitements we 
have power, or are at liberty, to comply with or 
reject, as I have showed above.” And so, through¬ 
out the paragraph, he, in a variety of phrases, 
insists, that the will is not always determined by 
the strongest motive, unless by strongest we pre¬ 
posterously mean actually prevailing in the event; 
which is not in the motive, but in the will; but 
th ot the will is not always determined by the 
Itivc which ia strongest, by any strength pre- 
“ous 0 the volition itself. And he elsewhere 
does abundantly assert, that the will is determined 
by no superior strength or advantage that motives 
have from any constitution or state of thl °S s > 
any circumstances whatsoever, pievious o ■ 
actual determination of the will. And indeed h s 
whole discourse on human liberty implies , 

whole scheme is founded upon it There 

But these things cannot stand together., 
is such a thing” as a diversity of strength in 
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motives to choice, previous to the choice itself. 
Mr. Chubb himself supposes, that they do pre¬ 
viously invite , induce , excite , and dispose the mind 
to action . This implies that they have something 
in themselves that is inviting , some tendency to 
induce and dispose to volition, previous to volition 
itself. And if they have in themselves this nature 
and tendency, doubtless they have it in certain 
limited degrees, which are capable of diversity ; 
and some have it in greater degrees, others in less ; 
and they that have most of this tendency, con¬ 
sidered with all their nature and circumstances, 
previous to volition, they are the strongest motives ; 
and those that have least are the weakest motives. 

Now if volition sometimes does not follow the 
motive which is strongest, or has most previous 
tendency or advantage, all things considered, to 

1 u- U i e ° r ? xc ^ e but follows the weakest, or that 
which, as it stands previously in the mind’s view, 
lias least tendency to induce it; herein the will 
apparently acts wholly without motive, without 
any previous reason to dispose the mind to it, 
contrary to what the same author supposes. The 
act, wherein the will must proceed without a pre¬ 
vious motive to induce it, is the act of preferring 
the weakest motive. For how absurd it is to say, 
the mind sees previous reason in the motive to 
prefer that motive before the other; and at the 
same time to suppose, that there is nothing in the 
motive, in its nature, state, or any circumstance of 
it whatsoever, as it stands in the previous view of 
the mind, that gives it any preference; but on the 
contrary, the other motive that stands in com¬ 
petition. with it, in all these respects, has most 
belonging to it that is inviting and moving, and 
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has most of a tendency to choice and preference. 
This is certainly as much as to say, there is pre¬ 
vious ground and reason in motive for the act of 
preference, and yet no previous reason for it. Bv 
the supposition, as to all that is in the two riva 

motives, which tends to preference, previous to the 

act of preference, it is not in that which is pre¬ 
ferred, but wholly in the other; because appearing 
superior strength, and all appearing preferableness, 
is in that; and yet Mr. Chubb supposes, that the 
act of preference is from previous ground and 
reason in the motive which is preferred. u , ar " 
these things consistent? Can there be previous 
ground in a thing for an event that takes place, 
and yet no previous tendency m it to that even . 
If one thing follows another, without any previou 
tendency to its following, then I should think i 
very plain that it follows it without any manner 

of previous reason why it should follow. 

Yea, in this case, Mr. Chubb supposes that the 

event follows an antecedent or a previous thing, 

as the ground of its existence, not only that has 

no tendency to it, but a contrary tendency .. The 

event is the preference which the mind gives to 

that motive which is weaker, as it stands in the 
that motive • j . + 1,0 immediate antece- 

previous view of the mind , tne imi 

dent is the view the mind has of the two riva 
motives conjunct; in which previous view of 
the mind, all the preferableness or Previous ten- 
dency to preference, is supposed to e on 
side, or in the contrary motive; and aU the mi 
worthiness of preference, and so previous e . 7 

to comparative neglect, rejection or undervalumg 

is on that side which is preferred : ev iou8 

new of the mind is supposed to be the p 
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ground or reason of this act of preference, ex¬ 
citing it and disposing the mind to it. Which 
I leave the reader to judge, whether it be absurd 
or not. If it be not, then it is not absurd to say, 
that the previous tendency of an antecedent to a 
consequent, is the ground and reason why that 
consequent does not follow; and the want of a 
previous tendency to an event, yea, a tendency to 
the contrary, is the true ground and reason why 
that event does follow. 

An act of choice or preference is a comparative 
act, wherein the mind acts with reference to two 
or more things that are compared, and stand in 
competition in the mind’s view. If the mind, in 
this .comparative act, prefers that which appears 
inferior in the comparison, then the mind herein 
acts absolutely without motive, or inducement, or 
any temptation whatsoever. Then, if a hungry 
man has the offer of two sorts of food, both which 
he finds an appetite to, but has a stronger appetite 
to one than the other, and there be no circum¬ 
stances or excitements whatsoever in the case to 
induce him to take either the one or the other, but 
merely his appetite; if in the choice he makes 
between them, he chooses that which he has least 
appetite to, and refuses that to which he has the 
strongest appetite, this is a choice made absolutely 
without previous motive, excitement, reason, or 
temptation, as much as if he were perfectly without 
all appetite to either: because his volition in this case 
is a comparative act, attending and following a com¬ 
parative view of the food which he chooses, viewing 
it as related to, and compared with, the other sort 
of food, in which view his preference has abso¬ 
lutely no previous ground, yea, is against all prc- 
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vious ground and motive. And if there be any 
principle in man, from whence an act of choice 
may arise after this manner, from the same prin¬ 
ciple volition may arise wholly without motive on 
either side. If the mind in its volition can go 
beyond motive, then it can go without motive; for 
when it is beyond the motive, it is out of the 
reach of the motive, out of the limits of its in¬ 
fluence, and so without motive. If volition goes 
beyond the strength and tendency of motive, and 
especially if it goes against its tendency, this 
demonstrates the independence of volition or 
motive. And if so, no reason can be given for 
what Mr. Chubb so often asserts, even that in the 
nature of things volition cannot take place with¬ 
out a motive to induce it. 

If the Most High should endow a balance with 
agency or activity of nature, in such a manner, 
that when unequal weights are put into the 
scales, its agency could enable it to cause that 
scale to descend which has the least weight, and 
so to raise the greater weight; this would clearly 
demonstrate, that the motion of the balance does 
not depend on weights in the scales, at least as 
much as if the balance should move itself, when 
there is no weight in either scale. And the 
activity of the balance, which is sufficient to move 
itself against the greater weight, must certainly 
be more than sufficient to move it when there is 

no weight at all. 

Mr. Chubb supposes, that tl\e will cannot stir 
at all without some motive ; and also supposes, 
that if there be a motive to one thing, and none 
to the contrary, volition will infallibly follo o w that 
motive. This is virtually to suppose an entire 
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dependence of the will on motives : if it were 
not wholly dependent on them, it could surely 
help itself a little without them, or help itself 
a little against a motive, without help from tho 
strength and weight of a contrary motive. And 
yet his supposing that the will, when it has before 
it various opposite motives, can use them as it 
pleases, and choose its own influence from them, 
and neglect the strongest, and follow the weakest, 
supposes it to be wholly independent on motives. 

It further appears, on Mr. Chubb’s supposi¬ 
tion, that volition must be without any previous 
ground in any motive, thus: if it be, as he 
supposes, that the will is not determined by any 
previous superior strength of the motive, but 
determines and chooses its own motive, then, when 
the rival motives are exactly equal in strength 
and tendency to induce in all respects, it may 
o ow either; and may in such a case sometimes 
tollow one, sometimes the other. And if so, this 
diversity which appears between the acts of tho 
will, is plainly without previous ground in either 
0 . le mc ?ti y es; for all that is previously in the 
motives,. is supposed precisely and perfectly the 
same, without any diversity whatsoever. Now, 
perfect identity, as to all that is previous in the 
antecedent, cannot be the ground and reason of 
diversity in the consequent. Perfect identity in 
the ground cannot be a reason why it is not 
followed with the same consequence. And there- 
loro the source of this diversity of consequence 
must be sought for elsewhere. 

*r An nu 1 l 8 L ly l ifc may be observe d, that however 
11 r- t/hubb does much insist that no volition 

cun take place without some motive to induce it, 
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which previously disposes the mind to it; yet, 
as he also insists that the mind, without reference 
to any superior strength of motives, picks and 
chooses for its motives to follow; he himself herein 
plainly supposes, that with regard to the mind’s 
preference of one motive before another, it is not 
the motive that disposes the will, but the will 
disposes itself to follow the motive. 

IV. Mr. Chubb supposes necessity to be utterly 
inconsistent with agency ; and that to suppose a 
being to be an agent in that which is necessary, is 
a plain contradiction. At p. 311, and throughout 
his discourses on the subject of liberty, he sup¬ 
poses, that necessity cannot consist with agency, 
or freedom ; and that to suppose otherwise, is to 
make liberty and necessity, action and passion, 
the same thing. And so he seems to suppose, 
that there is no action, strictly speaking, but 
volition ; and that as to the effects of volition in 
body or mind, in themselves considered, being 
necessary, they are said to be free, only as they 
are the effects of an act that is not necessary. 

And yet, according to him, volition itself is the 
effect of volition ; yea, every act of free volition : 
and therefore every act of free volition mus , 
by what has now been observed from him be 
necessary. That every act of free volition is itself 
the effect of volition, is abundantly supposed by 
him. In p. 341, he says, “ If a man is such a 
creature as I have proved him to be, that is, 1 © 

has in him a power or liberty of doing ei • er 
good or evil, and either of these is the su jec 
of his o vn free choice, so that he rhight, if he 
had pleased, have chosen and done the con¬ 
trary.” Here he supposes, all that is good 01 
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evil in man is the effect of his choice ; and so that, 
his good or evil choice itself is the effect of his 
pleasure or choice, in these words, he might, if he 
had pleased , have chosen the contrary. So in 
p. 356, “ Though it be highly reasonable, that a 
man should always choose the greater good,—yet 
he may, if he please , choose otherwise.” "Which 
is the same thing as if he had said, lte may, * 
if he chooses, choose otherwise . And then he goes 
pn,—“ that is, he may, if he pleases, choose what 
is good for himself,” &c. And again, in the same 
page, “ The will is not confined by the under¬ 
standing to any particular sort of good, whether 
greater or less ; but is at liberty to choose what 
kind of good it pleases” If there be any mean- 
mg in the last words, the meaning must be this, 
that the roill is at liberty to choose what kind of 
good it chooses to choose; supposing the act of 
choice itself determined by an antecedent choice. 

1 he liberty Mr. Chubb speaks of, is not only a 
man s having power to move his body agreeably to 
an antecedent act of choice, but to use or exert 
the faculties of his soul. Thus, in p. 379, speak¬ 
ing of the faculties of his mind, he says, “ Man 
has power, and is at liberty, to neglect these 
faculties, to use them aright, or to abuse them, 

0/8 he pleases And that he supposes an act of 
choice, or exercise of pleasure, properly distinct 
from, and antecedent to, those acts thus chosen, 
directing, commanding, and producing the chosen 
acts, and even the acts of choice themselves, 
is very plain in p. 283. “ He can command his 

actions, and herein consists his liberty ; he can 
give at deny himself that pleasure, as he pleases ” 
And p. 377 : “ If the actions of men are not the 
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produce of a free choice , or election, but spring 
from a necessity of nature,—he cannot in reason 
be the object of reward or punishment on their 
account. Whereas, if action in man, whether 
good or evil, is the produce of will or free choice , 
so that a man, in either case, had it in his power, 
and was at liberty, to have chosen the contrary ; 
r he is the proper object of reward or punishment, 
according as he chooses to behave himself.” 
Here, in these last words, he speaks of liberty of 
choosing , according as he chooses . So that the 
behaviour which he speaks of, as subject to his 
choice, is his choosing itself, as well as his external 
conduct consequent upon it. And therefore it is 
evident, he means not only external actions, but 
the acts of choice themselves, when he speaks or 
all free actions as the produce of free choice . 
And this is abundantly evident in what he says m 

pp. 372, 373. 

Now these things imply a twofold great absur¬ 
dity and inconsistence. 

\ m To suppose, as Mr. Chubb plainly does, 
that every free act of choice is comvxanded by, 
and is the produce of, .free choice, is to suppose 
the first free act of choice belonging to the case, 
yea, the first free act of choice that ever man 
exerted, to be the produce of an antecedent act 
of choice. But I hope I need not labour at all 
to convince my readers, that it is an absurdity to 
say, the very first act is the produce of another 

act that went before it. 

2. If it were both possible and real, as Mr. Chubb 
insists, that every free act of choice were the pro¬ 
duce or the effect of a free act of choice; yet even 
then, according to his principles, no one act ot 
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choice would be free, but every one necessary ; 
because, every act of choice being the effect of a 
loregoing act, every act would be necessarily con¬ 
nected with that foregoing cause. For Mr. Chubb 
himself says, p. 389, “ When the self-moving power 
is exerted, it becomes the necessary cause of its 
effects.” So that his notion of a free act, that is 
rewardable or punishable, is a heap of contradic¬ 
tions. It is a free act, and yet, by his own notion 
of freedom, is necessary; and therefore b} r him it 
is a contradiction to suppose it to be free. Accord- 
ln g to him, every free act is the produce of a free 
iict; so that there must be an infinite number of 
free acts in succession, without any beginning, in 
an agent that has a beginning. And therefoie 

1 • a _ # C/ CJ 

nere is an infinite number of free acts, every one 

of them free; and yet not any one of them free, 

but every act in the whole infinite chain a necessary 

enect. All the acts are rewardable or punishable, 

and yet the agent cannot, in reason, be the object 

ot reward or punishment, on account of any one 

ot these actions. He is active in them all, and 

passive in none ; yet active in none, but passive 
in all, & c . 1 

V. Mr. Chubb does most strenuously deny that 
motives are causes of the acts of the will; or that 
the moving principle in man is moved , or caused 
o be exerted, by motives. His words, pp. 388, 389, 

are, If the moving principle in man is moved, or 
caused to be exerted, by something external to 
man, which all motives are , then it would not be a 
Belt-moving principle, seeing it would be moved by 
a principle external to itself. And to say that a 
self-moving principle is moved, or caused to be 
exerted, by a cause external to itself, is absuid 
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and a contradiction,” &c. And in the next page 
it is particularly and largely insisted, that motives 
are causes in no case, that they are merely passive 
in the production of action, and have no causality 
in the production of it—no causality to be the 
cause of the exertion of the will. 

Now I desire it may be considered, how this can 
possibly consist with what he says in other places. 
Let it be noted here. 

1. Mr. Chubb abundantly speaks of motives as 
excitements of the acts of the will; and says, that 
motives do excite volition, and induce it, and that 
they are necessary to this end; that in the reason 
and nature of things, volition cannot take place without 
motives to excite it. But now, if motives excite the 
will, they move it; and yet he says, it is absurd to 
say the will is moved by motives. And again (it 
language is of any significancy at all), if motives 
excite volition, then they are the cause of its being 
excited ; and to cause volition to be excited, is to 
cause it to be put forth or exerted . Yea, Mr. 
Chubb says himself, p. 317, motive is necessary to 
the exertion of the active faculty. To excite, is 

positively to do something; and certainty that 
which does something, is the cause of the thing 
done by it. To create, is to cause to be created ; 
to make, is to cause to be made ; to kill, is to cause 
to be killed ; to quicken, is to cause to be quick¬ 
ened ; and to excite is to cause to be excited. 
excite, is to be a cause, in the most proper sense, 
not merely a negative occasion, but a groun 0 
existence by positive influence. The notion o 
exciting, is exerting influence to cause the e e 

to arise or come forth into existence. 

2. Mr. Chubb himself, p. 317, speaks of motives 
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as the ground and reason of action by influence, 
and by prevailing INFLUENCE. Now, what can 
be meant by a cause, but something that is the 
ground and reason of a thing by its influence, an 
influence that is prevalent , and so effectual P 

3. This author not only speaks of motives as the 
ground and reason of action, by prevailing in¬ 
fluence; but expressly of their influence as pre¬ 
vailing for the production of an action, in the 
same page (317) : which makes the inconsistency 
still more palpable and notorious. The production 
of an effect is certainly the causing of an effect ; 
and productive influence is causal influence , if 
anything is ; and that which has this influence 
prevalently, so as thereby to become the ground of 
another thing, is a cause of that thing, if there be 

ru?^ *hing as a cause. This influence, Mr. 
Chubb says, motives have to produce an action ; 

and yet, he 6ays it is absurd and a contradiction to 
say they are causes. 

4. In the same page, he once and again speaks 
ot motives as disposing the agent to action, bg 
t/tevr influence. His words are these : “ As motive, 
which takes place in the understanding, and is the 
product of intelligence, is necessary to action, 
that is, to the exertion of the active faculty, 
because that faculty would not be exerted without 
some previous reason to dispose the mind to 
action; so from hence it plainly appears, that 
when a man is said to be disposed to one action 
rather than .another, this properly signifies the 
prevailing influence that one motive has upon 
a man for the production of an action, or for the 
being at rest, before all other motives for the pro¬ 
duction of the contrary. For as motive is the 
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ground and reason of any action, so the motive 
that 'prevails , disposes the agent to the perform¬ 
ance of that action.” 

Now. if motives dispose the mind to action, then 
they cause the mind to be disposed; and to cause 
the mind to be disposed, is to cause it to be willing; 
and to cause it to be willing, is to cause it to will; 
and that is the same thing as to be the cause of 
an act of the will. And yet this same Mr. Chubb 
holds it to be absurd to suppose motive to be a 
cause of the act of the will. 

And if we compare these things together, we 
have here again a whole heap of inconsistencies. 
Motives are the previous ground and reason, of 
the acts of the will; yea, the necessary ground 
and reason of their exertion, icithout which 
they will not be exerted, and cannot, in the 
nature of things, take place ; and they do excite 
these acts of the will, and do this by a prevailing 
influence; yea, an influence which prevails for 
the production of the act of the will, and for the 
disposing of the mind to it; and yet it is absurd 
to suppose motive to be a cause of an act of the 
will, or that a principle of will is moved or 
caused to be exerted by it, or that it has any 
causality in the production of it, or any causality 
to be the cause of the exertion of the will. . 

A due consideration of these things which Mr. 
Chubb has advanced, the strange inconsistencies 
which the motion of liberty, consisting in the 
will’s power of self-determination void of all ne¬ 
cessity, united with that dictate of common sense, 
that there can be no volition without a motive, 
drove him into, may be sufficient to convince us, 
that it is utterly impossible ever to make that 
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motion of liberty consistent with the influence of 
motives in volition. And as it is in a manner self- 
evident, that there can be no act of will, choice, 
or preference of the mind, without some motive or 
inducement, something 1 in the mind s view, which 
it dims at, seeks, inclines to, and goes after; so it 
is most manifest, there is no such liberty in the 
umverse as Arminians insist on; nor any such 
thing possible or conceivable. 


SECTION XI. 

THE EVIDENCE OP GOD’S CERTAIN FOREKNOWLEDGE OF 

THE VOLITIONS OF MORAL AGENTS. 

That the acts of the wills of moral agents are 
not contingent events, in that sense as to be with¬ 
out all necessity, appears by God’s certain fore¬ 
knowledge of such events. 

In handling this argument, I would in the first 
p ace prove that God has a certain foreknowledge 
ot the voluntary acts of moral agents; and 
secondly, show the consequence, or how it follows 
rom hence, that the volitions of moral agents are 
not contingent, so as to be without necessity of 
connection and consequence. 

First, I am to prove, that God has an absolute 

and certain foreknowledge of the free actions of 
moral agents. 

One would think it should be wholly needless 
to enter on such an argument with any that pro¬ 
fess themselves Christians : but so it is * God’s 
certain foreknowledge of the free acts of moral 
agents,, is denied by some that pretend to believe 
the bcriptures to be the word of God ; and 

u 
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especially of late. I therefore shall consider the 
evidence of such a prescience in the Most High, 
as fully as the designed limits of this essay will 
admit of; supposing myself herein to have to do 
with such as own the truth of the Bible. 

Arg. I. My first argument shall be taken from 
God’s prediction of such events. Here I would, 
in the first place, lay down these two things as 
axioms. 

1. If God does not foreknow, he cannot foretell 
such events; that is, he cannot peremptorily and 
certainly foretell them. If God has no more than 
ail uncertain guess concerning events of this kind, 
then he can declare no more than an uncertain 
guess. Positively to foretell, is to profess to 
foreknow, or declare positive foreknowledge. 

2. If God does not certainly foreknow the 
future volitions of moral agents, then neither can 
lie certainly foreknow those events which are con¬ 
sequent and dependent on these volitions. The 
existence of the one depending on the existence of 
the other, the knowledge of the existence of the 
one depends on the knowledge of the existence of 
the other ; and the one cannot be more certain 

than the other. 

Therefore, how man)', how great, and how ex¬ 
tensive soever the consequences of the volitions of 
moral agents may be ; though they should extend 
to an alteration of the state of things through the 
universe, and should be continued in a series of 
successive events to all eternity, and should, in the 
progress of things, branch forth into an infinite 
number of series, each of them going on in an 
endless line or chain of events; God must be as 
ignorant of all these consequences, as he is of the 



Sf.ct. XT. THE VOLITIONS OF MORAL AGENTS. 141 


volition whence they first take their rise : all these 
events, and the whole state of things depending 
on them, how important, extensive, and vast soever 
must be hid from him. 

These positions being such as, I suppose, none 

will deny, I now proceed to observe the following 
things. 


. s moral conduct and qualities, their 

virtues and vices, their wickedness and good prac¬ 
tice, things rewardable and punishable, have often 
been foretold by God. Pharaoh’s moral conduct, 
m refusing to obey God’s command, in letting his 
people go, was foretold. God says to Moses, Exod. 
in. 19, “I am sure that the king of Egypt will 
not let you go.” Here God professes not only to 
guess at, but to know, Pharaoh’s future dis- 
obedience. In chap. vii. 4, God say’s, “ but Pharaoh 
shall not hearken unto you ; that I may lay mine 
hand upon Egypt,” & c . And chap. ix. 30, 
Moses says to Pharaoh, - as for thee, and thy ser- 

e will not fear the Lord.” 

, . * ^ -- -he moral conduct of Josiah, 

by name, in his zealously exerting himself in 
opposition to idolatry, in particular acts of his, 
was foretold above three hundred years before he 
was born, and the prophecy sealed by a miracle, 
and renewed and confirmed by the words of a 
second prophet, as what surely would not fail, 

l ngS Tllis P r °pk e py was also in 

enect a prediction of the moral conduct of the 

people, in upholding their schismatical and idola¬ 
trous worship until that time, and the idolatry 
of those priests of the high places, which it is 
foretold Josiah should offer upon that altar of 
ethel. Micaiah foretold the foolish and sinful 
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conduct of Ahab in refusing to hearken to the 
word of the Lord by him, and choosing rather to 
hearken to the false prophets, in going to Kamoth- 
Gilead to his ruin, 1 Kings xxi. 20-22. The 
moral conduct of Hazael was foretold, in that 
cruelty he should be guilty of; on which Hazael 
says, “ What, is thy servant a dog, that he should 
do this thing P” The prophet speaks of the event 
as what he knew, and not what he conjectured, 

2 Kings viii. 12. “ I know the evil that thou wilt 

do unto the children of Israel; thou wilt dash 
their children, and rip up their women with child. 
The moral conduct of Cyrus is foretold long before 
he had a being, in his mercy to God’s people, and 
regard to the true God, in turning the captivity 
of the Jews, and promoting the building of the 
temple, Isa xliv. 28, and lxv. 13 Compare 
2 Chron. xxxvi. 22, 23, and Ezra i. 1-4. How 
many instances of the moral conduct of the kings 
of the north and south, particular instances of the 
wicked behaviour of the kings of Syria and 
Egypt, are foretold in the eleventh chapter of 
Daniel ? their corruption, violence, robber}', 
treachery, and lies. And particularly how much 
is foretold of the horrid wickedness of Antiochus 
Epiphanes, called there a vile person, instead of 
Epiphanes, or illustrious. In that chapter, and 
also in chap. viii. ver. 9, 14, 23, to the end, are 
foretold his flattery, deceit, and lies, his having 
his heart set to do mischief, and set against the 
holy covenant, his destroying and treading under 
foot the holy people, in a marvellous manner, his 
having indignation against the holy covenant set- 
ing his heart against it, and conspiring against 
it, his polluting the sanctuary of strength, tread- 


Sect. XI. THE VOLITIONS OF MORAL AGENTS . 143 


ing it under foot , talcing away the daily sacrifice , 
and placing the abomination that malceth desolate; 
his great pride, magnifying himself against God , 
and uttering marvellous blasphemies against him , 
until God in indignation should destroy him. 
Withal, the moral conduct of the Jews, on occasion 
of his persecution, is predicted. It is foretold, that 
“ he should corrupt many by flatteries,” chap. xi. 
32—34. But that others should behave with a 
glorious constancy and fortitude, in opposition to 
him, ver. 32. And that some good men should 
fall and repent, ver. 35. Christ foretold Peter’s 
sin in denying his Lord, with its circumstances, in 
a peremptory manner. And so that great sin of 
Judas in betraying his Master, and its dreadful 
and eternal punishment in hell, was foretold in the 
like positive manner, Matt. xxvi. 21-25, and 
parallel places in the other Evangelists. 

Many events have been foretold by God, 
which are consequent and dependent on the moral 
conduct of particular persons, and were accom¬ 
plished either by their virtuous or vicious actions. 
Ihus, the children of Israel’s going down into 
to dwell there, was foretold to Abraham, 
Gen. xv., which was brought about by the wicked¬ 
ness of Joseph’s brethren in selling him, and the 
wickedness of Joseph’s mistress, and his own signal 
virtue in resisting her temptation. The accom¬ 
plishment of the thing prefigured in Joseph’s 
dream, depended on the same moral conduct. 
Jotham’s parable and prophecy, Judges ix. 15-20, 
was accomplished by the wicked conduct of Abime- 
-ech and the men of Shechem. The prophecies 
against the house of Eli, 1 Sam. chap. ii. and iii. 
were accomplished by the wickedness of Docg the 
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Edomite in accusing the priests, and the great 
impiety and extreme cruelty of Saul in destroying 
the priests at Nob, 1 Sam. xxii. Nathan’s prophecy 
against David, 2 Sam. xii. 11, 12, was fulfilled by 
the horrible wickedness of Absalom, in rebelling 
against his father, seeking his life, and lying with 
his concubines in the sight of the sun. The 
prophecy against Solomon, 1 Kings xi. 11—13, was 
fulfilled by Jeroboam’s rebellion and usurpation, 
which are spoken of as his wickedness, 2 Chron. 
xiii. 5, 6, compare ver. 18. The prophecy against 

Jeroboam’s family, 1 Kings xiv. was fulfilled by 
the conspiracy, treason, and cruel murders o 
Baasha, 2 Kings xv. 27, &c. The predictions of 
the prophet Jehu against the house of Baas.ha 

1 Kings xvi. at the beginning, were fulfilled by 

the treason and parricide of Zimn, 1 Kings xvi. 

0-13, 20 - , „ A i 

3. How often has God foretold the future moral 
conduct of nations and people, of numbers, bodies, 
and successions of men; with God’s judicial pro¬ 
ceedings, and many other events consequent and 
dependent on their virtues and vices; which could 
not be foreknown, if the volitions of men, wherein 
they acted as moral agents, had not been fore¬ 
seen ? The future cruelty of the Egyptians in 
oppressing Israel, and God s judging an pums 
ing them for it, was foretold long before it came 
to pass, Gen. xv. 13, 14. The continuance of the 
iniquity of the Amorites, and the increase of it 
until it should be full, and they ripe for destruction, 
was foretold above four hundred years before a , 

Gen. xv. 16, Acts vii. 6, 7 The V™V\ ecl ™ 0 yX e 

destruction of Jerusalem and the land or,Ju > 

were absolute; 2 Kings xx. 17-19, chap. xxii. 10, 
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to the end. It was foretold in Hezekiah’s time, 
and was abundantly insisted on in the book of the 
prophet Isaiah, who wrote nothing after Hezekiah’s 
days. It was foretold in Josiah’s time, in the 
beginning of a great reformation, 2 Kings xxii. 
And it is manifest by innumerable things in the 
prediction of the prophets, relating to this event, its 
time, its circumstances, its continuance and end; 
the return from the captivity, the restoration of 
the temple, city, and land, and many circumstances 
and consequences of that; I say, these show plainly 
that the prophecies of this great event were absolute. 
And yet this event was connected with, and de¬ 
pendent on, two things in men’s moral conduct: 
first, the injurious rapine and violence of the king 
of Babylon and his people, as the efficient cause; 
which God often speaks of as what he highly 
resented, and would severely punish: and, secondly, 
the final obstinacy of the Jews. That great event 
is often spoken of as suspended on this, Jer. iv. 1 ; 
v. 1 ; vii. 1—7 ; xi. 1—6 ; xvii. 24 to the end; xxv. 

i xxvi - 13, and xxxviii. 17, 18. Therefore 
this destruction and captivity could not be fore¬ 
known, unless such a moral conduct of the Chal¬ 
deans and Jews had been foreknown. And then 
it was foretold, that the people should be finally 
obstinate y to the destruction and utter desolation 
of the city and land, Isa vi. 9-11 ; Jer. i. 18, 19 : 
vn. 27, 29; Ezek iii. 7, and xxiv. 13, 14. 

. The final obstinacy of those Jews who were left 
in the land of Israel, in their idolatry and rejection 
of the true God, was foretold by God, and the 
prediction confirmed with an oath, Jer. xliv. 26, 
27. And God tells the people, Isa. xlviii. 3, 4-8, 
that he had predicted those things which should be 
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consequent on their treachery and obstinacy, because 
he knew they would be obstinate; and that he had 
declared these things beforehand, for their convic¬ 
tion of his being the only true God, &c. 

The destruction of Babylon, with many of the 
circumstances of it, was foretold, as the judgment 
of God for the exceeding pride and haughtiness of 
the heads of that monarchy, Nebuchadnezzar, and 
his successors, and their wickedly destroying other 
nations, and particularly for their exalting them¬ 
selves against the true God and his people, before 
any of these monarchs had a being; Isa. chap, xiii., 
xiv., xlvii. : compare Habakkuk ii. 5 to the end, 
and Jer. chap. 1. and li. That Babylon's destruc¬ 
tion was to be a “ recompense, according to the 
works of their own hands,” appears by Jer. xxv. 14. 
The immorality which the people of Babylon, and 
particularly her princes and great men, were guilty 
of, that very night that the city was destroyed, 
their revelling and drunkenness at Belshazzar's 
idolatrous feast, was foretold, Jer. li. 39, 57. 

The return of the Jews from the Babylonish 
captivity is often very particularly foretold, with 
many circumstances, and the promises of it are 
very peremptory; Jer. xxxi. 35-40, and xxxii. 
6-15, 41-44, and xxxiii. 24-26. And the very 
time of their return was prefixed ; Jer. xxv. 11, 12 ; 
xxix. 10, 11 ; 2 Chron. xxxvi. 21 ; Ezek. iv. 6, 
and Dan. ix. 2. And yet the prophecies represent 
their return as consequent on their repentance. 
And their repentance itself is very expressly and 
particularly foretold, Jer. xxix. 12, 13, 14; xxxi. 

8, 9, 18—31; xxxiii. 8; L 4, 5 ; Ezek. vi. 8, 9, 10; 
vii. 16; xiv. 22, 23, and xx. 43, 44. 

It was foretold, under the Old Testament, that 
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the Messiah should suffer greatly through the 
malice and cruelty of men ; as is largely and fully 
set forth, Ps. xxii., applied to Christ in the New 
Testament, Matt, xxvii. 35, 43 ; Luke xxiii. 34 ; 
John xix. 24 ; Heb. ii. 12. And likewise in Ps. 
lxix, which it is also evident by the New Testa¬ 
ment, is spoken of Christ ; John xv. 25 ; vii. 5, 
&c., and ii. 17; Rom. xv. 3 ; Matt, xxvii. 34, 48 ; * 
Mark xv. 23 ; John xix. 29. The same thing is 
also foretold, Isa. liii. and 1. 6, and Mic. v. 1. This 
cruelty of men was their sin, and what they acted 
as moral agents. It was foretold, that there should 
be an union of heathen and Jewish rulers against 
Christ, Ps. ii. 1, 2, compared with Acts iv. 25—28. 

It was foretold, that the Jews should generally 
reject and despise the Messiah, Isa. xlix. 5, 6, 7, 
and liii. 1—3; Ps xxii. 6, 7, and lxix. 4, 8, 19, 20, 
And it was foretold, that the body of that nation 
should be rejected in the Messiah’s days from being 
Cxod s people, for their obstinacy in sin ; Isa. xlix. 

at**; ^ com P are d with Rom. x. 

19, and Isa. lxv., at the beginning, compared with 

21. It was foretold, that Christ 
6hould be rejected by the chief priests and rulers 
among the Jews, Ps. cxviii. 22, compared with 
Matt. xxi. 42; Acts iv. 11 ; 1 Pet. ii. 4, 7. 

Christ himself foretold his being delivered into 

e ^ ers > chief priests, and scribes, 
and his being cruelly treated by them and con- 

demned to death ; and that he by them should be 
delivered to the Gentiles ; and that he should be 
mocked and scourged and crucified (Matt. xvi. 21 

f. nd xx - 17-19 > Luke ix - 22 ’ John viiL 28) ; and 
that the people should be concerned in and con¬ 
senting to his death (Luke xx. 13—18), especially 
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the inhabitants of Jerusalem ; Luke xiii. 33—35. 
He foretold, that the disciples should all be offended 
because of him that night that he was betrayed, 
and should forsake him ; Matt. xxvi. 31; John 
xvi. 32. He foretold, that he should be rejected 
of that generation, even the body of the people, 
and that they should continue obstinate to their 
r ruin ; Matt. xii. 45 ; xxi. 33-42, and xxii. 1-7; 
Luke xiii. 16, 21, 24; xvii. 25 ; xix. 14, 27, 41-44; 
xx. 13-18, and xxiii. 34-39. 

As it was foretold in both Old Testament and 
New, that the Jews should reject the Messiah, so 
it was foretold, that the Gentiles should receive 
him, and so be admitted to the privileges of God s 
people : in places too many to be now particularly 
mentioned. It was foretold in the Old Testament, 
that the Jews should envy the Gentiles on this 
account; Deut. xxxii. 21, compared with Rom. x. 
19. Christ himself often foretold, that the Gentiles 
would embrace the true religion, and become his 
followers and people ; Matt. viii. 10, 11, 12 ; xxi. 
41—43, and xxii. 8-10 ; Luke xiii. 28; xiv. 16—24, 
and xx. 16; John x. 16. He also foretold the 
Jews’ envy of the Gentiles on this occasion ; Matt, 
xx. 12-16; Luke xv. 26, to the end. He foretold, 
that they should continue in this opposition and 
envy, and should manifest it in the cruel persecu¬ 
tions of his followers to their utter destruction ; 

Matt. xxi. 33-42; xxii. 6, and xxiii. 34-39 ; Luke 
xi. 49—51. The Jews’ obstinacy is also foretold, 
Acts xxii. 18. Christ often foretold the great per¬ 
secutions his followers should meet with, both from 
Jews and Gentiles ; Matt. x. 16—18, 21, 22, 34—36, 
and xxiv. 9 ; Mark xiii. 9 ; Luke x. 3 ; xii. 11 > 
49-53, and xxi. 12, 16, 17; John xv. 18-21, and 
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xvi, 1—4, 20—22, 23. He foretold the martyrdom 
of particular persons; Matt. xx. 23; John xiii. 3(3, 
and xxi. 18, 19, 22. He foretold the great success 
of the Gospel in the city of Samaria, as near ap¬ 
proaching ; which afterwards was fulfilled by the 
preaching of Philip ; John iv. 35—38. He foretold 
the rising of many deceivers after his departure, 
Matt. xxiv. 4, 5, 11, and the apostasy of many of 
his professed followers, Matt. xxiv. 10-12. 


The persecutions which the apostle Paul was 
to meet with in the world, were foretold ; Acts 
ix. 16; xx. 23, and xxi. 11. The Apostle says 
to the Christian Ephesians, Acts xx. 29, 30, 
“ I know, that after my departure shall grievous 
wolves enter in among you, not sparing the flock: 
also of your own selves shall men arise, speaking 
perverse things, to draw away disciples after 
them.” The Apostle says, he knew this: but he 
did. not know it, if God did not know the future 
actions of moral agents. 

4. Unless God foreknows the future acts of 


moral agents, all the prophecies we have in 
Scripture concerning the great anticliristian apos¬ 
tasy ; the rise, reign, wicked qualities, and deeds, 
of the man of sin, and his instruments and 
adherents; the extent and long continuance of 
his dominion, his influence on the minds of 
pnnces and others, to corrupt them, and draw 
them away to idolatry and other foul vices ; his 
great and cruel persecutions; the behaviour of 
the saints under these great temptations, &c., &c. 
I say, unless the volitions of moral agents are 
foreseen, all these prophecies are uttered without 
knowing the things foretold. 

The predictions relating to this great apostasy 
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are all of a moral nature, relating to men’s vir¬ 
tues and vices, and their exercises, fruits, and 
consequences, and events depending on them; 
and are very particular; and most of them 
often repeated, with many precise characteristics, 
descriptions, and limitations of qualities, conduct, 
influence, effects, extent, duration, periods, cir¬ 
cumstances, final issue, &c., which it would be very 
long to mention particularly. And to suppose all 
these are predicted by God without any certain 
knowledge of the future moral behaviour of free 
agents, would be to the utmost degree absurd. 

5. Unless God foreknows the future acts of 
men’s -wills, and their behaviour as moral agents, 
all those great things which are foretold in both 
Old Testament and New concerning the erection, 
establishment, and universal extent of the king¬ 
dom of the Messiah, were predicted and promised 
while God was in ignorance whether any of these 
things would come to pass or no, and did but 
guess at them. For that kingdom is not of this 
world, it does not consist in things external, but 
is within men, and consists in the dominion ot 
virtue in their hearts, in righteousness, and peace, 
and joy in the Holy Ghost; and in these things 
made manifest in practice, to the praise and g °iy 
of God. The Messiah came to save men from 
their sins , and deliver them from their spiritual 
enemies; that they might seiye him m righteous¬ 
ness and holiness before him : he gave hvrnse J 
for us, that he might redeem us from at ^ 
iniquity , and 'purify unto himself a peculiar 
people, zealous of good works. And therefore his 
success consists in gaining men’s hearts to virtue, 
in their being made God's willing people in the 
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day of his power. His conquest of his enemies 
consists in his victory over men’s corruptions and 
vices. And such success, such victory, and such a 
reign and dominion, is often expressly foretold : 
that his kingdom shall fill the earth ; that all 
people , nations , and languages , should serve and 
obey him: and so that all nations should go up 
to the mountain of the house of the Lord , that he "* 
might teach them his ways , and that they might 
walk in his paths ; and that all men should be 
drawn to Christ , and the earth be full of the 
knowledge of the Lord (by which, in the style of 
Scripture, is meant true virtue and religion), as 
the waters cover the seas ; that God's law should 
be put into men's inward parts , and written in 
their hearts ; and that God's people should be all 
inghteous , <&c., &c. 

A very great part of the prophecies of the Old 
Testament is taken up in such predictions as 
these. And here I would observe, that the pro¬ 
phecies of the universal prevalence of the kingdom 
of the Messiah, and true religion of Jesus Christ, 
are delivered in the most peremptory manner, and 
confirmed by the oath of God, Isa. xlv. 22, to the 
end, “ Look unto me, and be ye saved, all the 
ends of the earth ; for I am God, and there is 
none else. I have sworn by myself, the word is 
gone out of my mouth in righteousness, and shall 
not return. That unto me every knee shall bow, 
and every tongue shall swear. Surely, shall 
one say, In the Lord have I righteousness and 
strength: even to him shall men come,” &c. 
But here this peremptory declaration, and great 
oath pf the Most High, are delivered with such 
^ghty solemnity to things which God did not 
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know, if he did not certainly foresee the volitions 
of moral agents. 

And all the predictions of Christ and his 
apostles, to the like purpose, must be without 
knowledge : as those of our Saviour comparing 
the kingdom of God to a grain of mustard-seed, 
growing exceeding great, from a small begin- 
r ning; and to leaven, hid in three measures of 
meal, until the whole was leavened, &c. And 
the prophecies in the epistles concerning the 
restoration of the nation of the Jews to the true 
church of God, and the bringing in the fulness 
of the Gentiles ; and the prophecies in all the 
Revelation concerning the glorious change in the 
moral state of the world of mankind, attending 
the destruction of antichrist, the kingdoms of the 
world becoming the kingdoms of our Lord a/nd 
of his Christ; and its being granted to the church 
to be arrayed in that fine linen, white and clean, 
which is the righteousness of saints, &c. 

Corol. 1. Hence that great promise and oath of 
God to Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, so much cele¬ 
brated in Scripture, both in the Old Testament 
and Hew, namely. That in their seed all the 
nations and families of the earth. should^ be 
blessed, must be made on uncertainties, if God 
does not certainly foreknow the volitions of moral 
agents. For the fulfilment of this promise consists 
in that success of Christ in the work of redemption, 
and that setting up of his spiritual kingdom over 
the nations of the world, which has been spoken ot 
Hen are blessed in Christ no otherwise than as 
they are brought to acknowledge him, trust in 
him, love and serve him, as is represented and 
predicted in Ps. lxxii. 11, “All kings shall fall 
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down before him; all nations shall serve him.” 
With v. 17, “ Men shall be blessed in him ; all 
nations shall call him blessed.” This oath to 
Jacob and Abraham is fulfilled in subduing men’s 
iniquities; as is implied in that of the prophet 
Micah vii. 19, 20. 

Corol. 2. Hence also it appears, that first gospel- 
promise that ever was made to mankind, that great • 
prediction of the salvation of the Messiah, and his 
victory over Satan, made to our first parents, Gen. 
n1, ^ there be no certain prescience of the 

volitions of moral agents, must have no better 
foundation than conjecture. For Christ’s victory 
over Satan consists in men’s being saved from sin, 
and in the victory of virtue and holiness, over that 
vice and wickedness, which Satan by his temptation 
has introduced, and wherein his kingdom consists. 

6. If it be so, that God has not a prescience of 
the future actions of moral agents, it will follow, 
that the prophecies of Scripture in general are 
without foreknowledge. For Scripture prophecies, 
almost all of them, if not universally without any 
exception,. are either predictions of the actings 
and behaviours of moral agents, or of events de¬ 
pending on them, or some way connected witli 
them; judicial dispensations, judgments on men 
for their wickedness, or rewards of virtue and 
righteousness, remarkable manifestations of favour 
to the righteous, or manifestations of sovereign 
mercy to sinners, forgiving their iniquities, and 
magnifying the riches of Divine grace; or dispen¬ 
sations of providence, in some respect or other, 
relating to the conduct of the subjects of God’s 
moral government, wisely adapted thereto; either 
providing for what should be in a future state of 

# 
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things, through the volitions and voluntary actions 
of moral agents, or consequent upon them, and 
regulated and ordered according to them. So that 
all events that are foretold, are either moral events, 
or other events which are connected with, and 
accommodated to, moral events. 

That the predictions of Scripture in general 
' must be without knowledge, if God does not fore¬ 
see the volitions of men, will further appear, if it 
be considered, that almost all events belonging to 
the future state of the world of mankind, the 
changes and revolutions which come to pass in 
empires, kingdoms, and nations, and all societies, 
depend innumerable ways on the acts of men s 
wills; yea, on an innumerable multitude of mil¬ 
lions of millions of volitions of mankind. Such is 
the state and course of things in the world of 
mankind, that one single event, which appears m 
itself exceeding inconsiderable, may, in the pro¬ 
gress and series of things, occasion a succession of 
the greatest and most important and extensive 
events; causing the state of mankind to be vastly 
different from what it would otherwise have been, 
for all succeeding generations. 

For instance, the coming into existence of those 
particular men, who have been the great conquerors 
of the world, which, under God, have had the main 
hand in all the consequent state of the world in all 
after ages; such as Nebuchadnezzar, Cyrus, Alex¬ 
ander, Pompey, Julius Caesar, &c., undoubtedly de¬ 
pended on many millions of acts of the will, which 
followed and were occasioned one by another, in 
their parents. And perhaps most of these volitions 
depended on millions of volitions of hundreds and 
thousands of others, their contemporaries of the 



Sect. XT. THE VOLITIONS OF MORAL AGENTS. 155 


same generation; and most of these on millions 
of millions of volitions of others in precedin°* 
generations. As we go back, still the number of 
volitions, which were some way the occasion of 
the event, multiply as the branches of a river, 
until they come at last, as it were, to an infinite 
number. This will not seem strange to anyone 
who well considers the matter; if we recollect 
what philosophers tell us of the innumerable mul¬ 
titudes of those things which are, as it were, the 
principia y or stamina vital , concerned in genera¬ 
tion; the animalcula in semen musculo , and the 
ova in the womb of the female; the impregnation, 
or animating of one of these in distinction from all 
the rest, must depend on things infinitely minute, 
relating to the time and circumstances of the act 
of the parents, the state of their bodies, &c., which 
must depend on innumerable foregoing circum¬ 
stances and occurrences; which must depend, 
infinite ways, on foregoing acts of their wills; 
which are occasioned by innumerable things that 
happen m the course of their lives, in which their 
own, and their neighbours’ behaviour, must have 
a hand an infinite number of ways. And as the 
volitions of others must be so many ways concerned 
m the conception and birth of such men ; so, no 
vf 8 preservation, and circumstances of 

their particular determinations and actions, on 
which the great revolutions they were the occasions 
of, depended. As, for instance, when the conspira¬ 
tors in Persia against the Magi, were consulting 
about a succession to the empire, it came into tht 
mmd of one of them to propose, that he whose 
horse weighed first, when they came together the 
next morning, should be king. Now such a thing’s 

x 
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coming' into liis mind, might depend on innumer¬ 
able incidents, wherein the volitions of mankind 
had been concerned. But, in consequence of this 
accident, Darius the son of Dystaspes, was king. 
And if this had not been, probably his successor 
would not have been the same, and all the circum¬ 
stances of the Persian empire might have been 
far otherwise. And then perhaps Alexander might 
never have conquered that empire. And then 
probably the circumstances of the world, in all 
succeeding ages, might have been vastly otherwise. 
I might further instance in many other occur¬ 
rences; such as those on which depended Alex¬ 
ander's preservation in the many critical junctures 
of his life, wherein a small trifle would have turned 
the scale against him ; and the preservation and 
success of the Roman people in the infancy of their 
kingdom and common-wealth, and afterwards; 
which all the succeeding changes in their state, 
and the mighty revolutions that afterwards came 
to pass in the habitable world, depended upon. 
But these hints may be sufficient for every dis¬ 
cerning considerate person, to convince him, that 
the whole state of the world of mankind, in all 
ages, and the very being of every person who has 
ever lived in it, in every age, since the times of 
the ancient prophets, has depended on more voli¬ 
tions, or acts of the wills of men, than there are 
sands on the sea shore. 

And therefore, unless God does most exactly and 
perfectly foresee the future acts of men’s wills, all 
the predictions which he ever uttered concerning 
David, Hezekiah, Josiah, Nebuchadnezzar, Cyrus, 
Alexander; concerning the four monarchies, and 
the revolutions in them; and concerning all the 
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wars, commotions, victories, prosperities, and 
calamities, of any of the kingdoms, nations, or 
communities, of the world, have all been without 
knowledge. 

So that, according to this notion of God’s not 
foreseeing the volitions and free actions of men, 
God could foresee nothing appertaining to the state 
of the world of mankind in future ages; not so 
much as the being of one person that should live 
in it; and could foreknow no events, but only such 
as he would bring to pass himself b}' • the extra¬ 
ordinary interposition of his immediate power; 
or things which should come to pass in the natural 
material world, by the laws of motion, and course 
of nature, wherein that is independent on the 
actions or works of mankind : that is, as he might, 
like a very able mathematician and astronomer, with 
great exactness calculate the revolutions of the 
heavenly bodies, and the greater wheels of the 
machine of the external creation. 

And if we closely consider the matter, there will 
appear reason to convince us, that he could not, 
with any absolute certainty, forsee even these. 
As to the first, namely, things done by the im¬ 
mediate and extraordinary interposition of God’s 
power, these cannot be forseen, unless it can be 
foreseen when there shall be occasion for such ex¬ 
traordinary interposition. And that cannot be 
foreseen, unless the state of the moral world can 
be foreseen. For whenever God thus interposes 
it is with regard to the state of the moral world 
requiring such divine interposition. Thus, God 
could not certainly foresee the universal deluge the 
calling,of Abraham, the destruction of Sodom’and 
Gomorrah, the plagues on Egypt, and Israel’s 
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redemption out of it, the expelling the seven nations 
of Canaan, and the bringing Israel into that land ; 
for these all are represented as connected with 
things belonging to the state of the moral world. 
Nor^can God foreknow the most proper and con¬ 
venient time of the day of judgment and general 
conflagration; for that chiefly depends on the 
course and state of things in the moral world. 

Nor, secondly , can we on this supposition reason¬ 
ably think, that God can certainly foresee what 
thin^s shall come to pass, in the course of things, 
in the natural and material world, even those 
which in an ordinary state of things might be 
calculated by a good astronomer. For the moral 
world is the end of the natural world; and the 
course of things in the former is undoubtedly 
subordinate to God’s designs with respect to the 
latter Therefore he has seen cause, from regard 
to the state of things in the moral world extra¬ 
ordinarily to interpose, to interrupt and lay an 
arrest on the course of things in the natural world ; 
and even in the greater wheels of its motion, even 
so as to stop the sun in its course. And unless he 
can foresee the volitions of men and so know 
somethin" of the future state of the moral world 
he cannot know but that he may still have as great 

S“Tor* 0 c»» TeTrelee ho., o. when, he ehnU 

have occasion thus to interpose. 

Corel. 1. It appears from the things which have 

been observed, that unless God foresees ® , 

tions of moral agents, that cannot be tiue 
is observed by the apostle James, Acts; xv. > 

“ Known unto God are all his works fro 
beginning of the world.” 
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Corol. 2. It appears from what has been ob¬ 
served, that unless God foreknows the volitions of 
moral agents, all the prophecies of Scripture have 
no better foundation than mere conjecture; and 
that, in most instances, a conjecture which must 
have the utmost uncertainty; depending on in¬ 
numerable, and, as it were, infinite multitude of 
volitions, which are all, even to God, uncertain 
events: however these prophecies are delivered as 
absolute predictions, and very many of them in 
the most positive manner, with asseverations; and 
some of them with the most solemn oaths. 

Corol. 3. It also follows, from what has been 
observed, that if this notion of God’s ignorance 
of future volitions be true, in vain did Christ say 
(after uttering many great and important pre¬ 
dictions concerning God’s moral kingdom, and 
things depending on men’s moral actions), Matt, 
xxiv. 35, “ Heaven and earth shall pass away ; 
but my words shall not pass away.” 

CoroL 4. From the same notion of God’s igno¬ 
rance, it would follow, that in vain has God himself 
often spoken of the predictions of his word as 
evidences of foreknowledge ; and so as evidences of 
that which is his prerogative as God, and his 
peculiar glory, greatly distinguished him from all 
other beings; as in Isa. xli. 22-26 ; xliii. 9, 10 • 
xliv. 8 ; xlv. 21; xlvi. 10, aud xlviii. 14. 

Arg. II. If God does not foreknow the voli¬ 
tions of moral agents, then he did not foreknow 
the fall of man, nor of angels, and so could not 
foreknow the great things which are consequent 
on these events; such as his sending his Son 

0 0 . sinners, and all things 

pertaining to the great work of redemption : all 
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the thing's which were done for four thousand 
years before Christ came, to prepare the way for 
it • and the incarnation, life, death, resurrection, 
and ascension, of Christ; and the setting him at 
the head of the universe, as king of heaven and 
earth, angels and men; and the setting up his 
church and kingdom in this , world, and appoint¬ 
ing him the judge of the world; and all that 
Satan should do in the world in opposition to the 
kingdom of Christ: and the great transactions 
of the day of judgment, that men and devils 
shall be the subjects of, and angels concerned 
in • they are all what God was ignorant of before 
the fall. And if so, the following Scriptures, 
and others like them, must be without any mean¬ 
ing or contrary to truth. Eph. i. 4, “According 
is he hath chosen us in him before the foundation 
of the world.” 1 Pet. i. 20, “ Who verily was 
foreordained before the foundation of the world. 

2 Tim. i. 9, “ Who hath saved us, and called us 
with an holy calling ; not according to our works, 
but according to his own purpose and grace, which 
was given us in Christ Jesus before the world 
began ” So, Eph. iii. 11 (speaking of the 
wisdom of God in the work of redemption), 

“ According to the eternal purpose which he 

purposed in Christ Jesus.” Tit. 1 . 2, In oj 
of eternal life, which God, that cannot lie, 
promised before the world began. Korn. viu. zj, 

“ Whom he did foreknow, them he also did pre¬ 
destinate,” &c. 1 Pet. i. 2, “ Elect, according to 

the foreknowledge of God the Father. 

If God did not foreknow the fall of 
the redemption by Jesus Christ, nor the vo 1 
$ e m an since the 7 fell; then he did not foreknow 
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tlie saints in any sense; neither as particular 
persons, nor as societies or nations ; either by 
election, or mere foresight of their virtue or good 
works; or any foresight of anything about them 
relating to their salvation ; or any benefit they 
have by Christ, or any manner of concern of 
their’s with a Redeemer. 

Arg. III. On the supposition of God’s igno¬ 
rance of the future volitions of free agents, it 
will follow, that God must in many cases truly 
repent what he has done, so as properly to wish 
he had done otherwise : by reason that the event 
of things, in those affairs which are most im¬ 
portant, viz., the affairs of his moral kingdom, 
being uncertain and contingent, often happens 
quite otherwise than he was aware beforehand. 
And there would be reason to understand that 
in the most literal sense in Gen. vi. 6, “ It 
repented the Lord that he had made man on the 
earth, and it grieved him at his heart.” And 
that 1 Sam. xv. 11, contrary to that, Num. xxiii. 
19, “God is not the son of man, that he should 
repent.” And 1 Sam. xv. 15, 29, “ Also the 
strength of Israel will not lie, nor repent; for he 
is not a man, that he should repent.” Yea, from 
this notion it would follow, that God is liable to 
repent and be grieved at his heart, in a literal 
sense, continually ; and is always exposed to an 
infinite number of real disappointments in his 
governing the world ; and to manifold, constant, 
great perplexity and vexation : but this is not 
very consistent with his title of God over all , 
blessed for evermore; which represents him as 
possessed of perfect, constant, and uninterrupted 
tranquillity and felicity, as God over the universe, 
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and in his management of the affairs of the world 
as supreme and universal ruler. See Horn. i. 25, 
ix. 5 ; 2 Cor. xi. 31 ; 1 Tim. vi. 15. 

Arg. IY. It will also follow, from this notion, 
that as God is liable to be continually repenting 
what he has done, so he must be exposed to be 
constantly changing his mind and intentions as 
* to his future conduct; altering his measures, 
relinquishing his old designs, and forming new 
schemes and projections. For his purposes, even 
as to the main parts of his scheme, namel}, 
such as belong to the state of his moral kingdom, 
must be always liable to be broken, through want 
of foresight; and he must be continually putting 
his system to rights, as it gets out of order 
through the contingence of the actions of moral 
ao-ents; he must be a being, who, instead of being 
absolutely immutable, must necessarily be the 
subject of infinitely the most numerous acts of 
repentance and changes of intention, of any being 
whatsoever; for this plain reason, that his 
vastly extensive charge comprehends an infinitely 
greater number of those things which are to 
him contingent and uncertain. In such a situa¬ 
tion, he must have little else to do but to 
mend broken links as well as he can and be 
rectifying his disjointed frame and disordered 
movements in the best manner the case will 
allow. The supreme Lord of all things must 

needs be under great and miserable disadvantages, 

in governing the world which he has made an 
has the care of, through his being utterly unable 

to find out things of chief importance which 
hereafter shall befall his system, which, if he did 
but know, he might make seasonable provision 
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for. In many cases, there may be very great 
necessity that he should make provision, in the 
manner of his ordering and disposing things, 
for some great events which are to happen, of 
vast and extensive influence, and endless conse¬ 
quence to the universe, which he may see after¬ 
wards, when it is too late, and may wisli in vain 
that he had known beforehand, that he might • 
have ordered his affairs accordingly. And it is in 
the power of man, on these principles, by his 
devices, purposes, and actions, thus to disappoint 
God, break his measures, make him continually to 
change his mind, subject him to vexation, and 
bring him into confusion. 

Hut how do these things consist with reason, 
or with the word of God ? which represents that 
cell God’s works , all that he has ever to do, the 
whole scheme and series of his operations, are 
from the beginning perfectly in his view ; and 
declares that, whatever devices and designs are in 
the hearts of men, “the counsel of the Lord is 
hat which shall stand, and the thoughts of his 
heart to all generations/” Prov. xix. 21 ; Ps. 
xx.m. 10, 11. “ And that which the Lord 
of Hosts hath purposed none shall disannul, ” 
Isa. xiv. 27. And that he cannot be frustrated 
in one design or thought, Job xlii. 2. And 
“ that which God doth, it shall be for ever, that 
nothing can be put to it or taken from it,” Eccl 
in. 14. The stability and perpetuity of God’s 
counsels are expressly spoken of as connected 
with the foreknowledge of God, Isa xlvi 10 • 

“ Decl ^ing the end from the beginning, and'from 
ancient times the things that are not yet done ; 
saying, My counsel shall stand, and I will do all 
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my pleasure.” And how are these things con¬ 
sistent with what the Scripture says of God’s 
immutability, which represents him as without 
variableness or shadow of turning ; and speaks 
of him most particularly as unchangeable with 
regard to his purposes, Mai. iii. 6, “ I am the 
Lord; I change not; therefore ye sons of Jacob 
• are not consumed.” Exod. iii. 14, “I am thal 
I am.” Job xxiii. 13, 14, “He is in one mind ; 
and who can turn him P And what his soul 
desireth, even that he doth : for ^he performeth 

the thing that is appointed for me.” 

Arg. V. If this notion of God’s ignorance ot 

future volitions of moral agents be thoroug y 
considered in its consequences, it will appear to 
follow from it, that God, after he had made the 
world, was liable to be wholly frustrated oj to is 
end in the creation of it; and so has been, in like 
manner, liable to be frustrated of his end in all 
the great works he hath wrought. It is manifest, 
the moral world is the end of the natural : the 
rest of the creation is but a house which God hath 
built, with furniture, for moral agents : and the 
good or bad state of the moral world depends on 
the improvement they make of their natural agency, 
and so depends on their volitions. And therefore, 
if these cannot be foreseen by God because they 
are contingent, and subject to no kind of necessi j, 
then the affairs of the moral world are liable to go 
wrong, to any assignable degree; yea, liab e o e 
utterly ruined. As, on this scheme, it may we 
be supposed to be literally said, when manlan , ^ 
the abuse of their moral agency, became very cor 
rupt before the flood, that the Lord repented W™/'" 
had made man on the earth, and it grieved * ' 
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at his heart; so, when he made the universe, he 
did not know but that he might be so disappointed 
in it, that it might grieve him at his heart that he 
had made it. It actually proved, that all mankind 
became sinful, and a very great part of the angels 
apostatized : and how could God know beforehand 
that all of them would not ? And how could God 
know but that all mankind, notwithstanding means 
used to reclaim them, being still left to the freedom 
of their own will, would continue in their apostasy, 
and grow worse and worse, as they of the old world 
before the flood did ? 

According to the scheme I am endeavouring to 
confute, neither the fall of men nor angels could 
be foreseen, and God must be greatly disappointed 
in these events ; and so the grand scheme and 
contrivance for our redemption, and destroying 
the works of the devil, by the Messiah, and all the 
great things God has done in the prosecution of 
these designs, must be only the fruits of his own 
disappointment, and contrivances of his to mend and 
patch up, as well as he could, his system, whicli 
originally was all very good, and perfectly beauti¬ 
ful, but was marred, broken, and confounded, by 
the free will of angels and men. And still he must 
be liable to be totally disappointed a second time. 
He could not know that he should have his desired 
success, in the incarnation, life, death, resurrection, 
and exaltation, of his only-begotten Son, and other 
great works accomplished to restore the state of 
things : he could not know, after all, whether there 
would actually be any tolerable measure of restora- 
tion : for this depended on the free will of man. 
There has been a general great apostasy of almost 
all the Christian world, to that which was worse 
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than heathenism, which continued for many ages. 
And how could God, without foreseeing men s 
volitions, know whether ever Christendom would 
return from this apostasy ? And which way could 
he tell beforehand how soon it would begin ? lne 
apostle says it began to work in his time ; and ow 
could it be known how far it would proceed m that 
r a«e ? Yea, how could it be known, that the 
Gospel, which was not effectual for the reformation 
of the Jews, would ever be effectual for the turning 
of the heathen nations from their heathen apostasi, 
which they had been confirmed in for so many 

O' p 

It is represented often in Scripture, that ^*°d’ 
who made the world for himself, and crea e 
his pleasure, would infallibly obtain h.s end in the 
creation, and in all his works; that as all things 
are of him, so they would all be to him ; and that 
in the final issue of things, it would appear that 
he is the first and the last. Rev. xxi. 6, “ And he 
said unto me, It is done. I am Alpha and Omega, 
the beginning and the end, the first and the last. 

But these things are not consistent wi th Gods 

beino- so liable to be disappointed m all his works, 
iwr indeed with his failing of his end m anyth,ng 
that he has undertaken or done. 
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SECTION XII. 

god’s certain foreknowledge of the future voli¬ 
tions OF MORAL AGENTS, INCONSISTENT WITH SUCH A 

CONTINGENCE OF THOSE VOLITIONS AS IS WITHOUT ALL 

NECESSITY. 

Having proved that God has a certain and infal¬ 
lible prescience of the act of the will of moral agents, 
I come now, in the second place, to show the con¬ 
sequence ; to show how it follows from hence, that 
these events are necessary , with a necessity of 
connection or consequence. 

The chief Arminian divines, so far as I have had 
opportunity to observe, deny this consequence ; and 
affirm, that if such foreknowledge be allowed, it is 
no evidence of any necessity of the event fore¬ 
known. Now I desire that this matter may be 
particularly and thoroughly inquired into. I 
cannot but think that, on particular and full con¬ 
sideration, it may be perfectly determined whether 
it be indeed so or not. 

In order to a proper consideration of this matter, 
I would observe the following things: 

I. It is very evident, with regard to a thin^ 
whose existence is infallibly and indissolubly con° 
nected with something which already hath or has 
had existence, the existence of that thing is neces¬ 
sary. Here may be noted : ° 

1. I observed before, in explaining the nature of 
necessity, that in things which are past, their past 
existence is now necessary: having already made 
■sure of existence, it is too late for any possibility 
of alteration in that respect: it is now impossible 
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that it should he otherwise than true, that that 
thing has existed. 

2. If there be any such thing as a divine tore- 
hnowledge of the volitions of free agents, that 
foreknowledge, bv the supposition, is a thing wi ic 
already has, andlong ago had, existence; and so, 
now its existence is necessary; it is now utterly 
impossible to be otherwise than that this lore- 
knowledge should be, or should have been. 

3. It is also very manifest, that those things 

•which are indissolubl}” connected with ot ei ings 
that are necessary, are themselves necessary. s 
that proposition whose truth is necessan y 
nected with anotherproposition, which is n . J 

true, is itself necessarily true. To say otherwise 
would be a contradiction : it would be in efiec 
sav, that the connection was indissoluble, iand J 
was not so, but might be broken. If that, whose 
existence is indissolubly connected with something 
whose existence is now necessary, is itselt not 
necessary, then it may possibly not exist, notwith¬ 
standing that indissoluble connection ot its 
existence. Whether the absurdity be not glaring, 

let 4 th It r< is d no evident, that if there be a full, 

certain and infallible foreknowledge of the future 
existence of the volitions of moral agents, then 
there is a certain infallible and indissoiuble connec¬ 
tion between those events and tha oie , _ , • ® ’ 

and that therefore, by the preceding o ^ j ’ 
those events are necessary events; being 
and indissolubly connected with that, w o 
istence already is, and so is now necessar}, 

cannot but have been. # infallible. 

To say the foreknowledge is certain and 
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and yet the connection of the event with that 
foreknowledge is not indissoluble, but dissoluble 
and fallible, is very absurd. To affirm it, would 
be the same thing as to affirm that there is no 
necessary connection between a proposition’s being 
infallibly known to be true, and its being true 
indeed. So that it is perfectly demonstrable, that 
if there be any infallible knowledge of future voli- % 
tions, the event is necessary; or, in other words 
that it is 1 7D^2)oss)ble but the event should come to 
pass. For if it be not impossible but that it may 
be otherwise, then it is not impossible but that 
the proposition which affirms its future comino- to 
pass, may not now be true. But how absurd is 
that, on the supposition that there is now a,n infal¬ 
lible knowledge ( i.e ., knowledge which it is im¬ 
possible should fail) that it is true. There is this 
absurdity in it, that it is not impossible but that 
there now should be no truth in that proposition 
which is now infallibly known to be true. 

II. That no future event can be certainly fore¬ 
known, whose existence is contingent, and without 
all necessity, may be proved thus: it is impossible 
for a thing to be certainly known to any intellect 
without evidence. To suppose otherwise, implies 
a contradiction : because, for a thing to be certainl v 
known to any understanding, is for it to be evident 
to that understanding: and for a thing to be 
evident to any understanding, is the same°thino- as 
for that understanding to see evidence of it • but 
no understanding, created or increated, can see 
evidence where there is none : for that is the same 
thing as to see that to be which is not. And 
therefore, if there be any truth which is absolutely 
without evidence, that truth is absolutely un- 
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knowable, insomuch that it implies a contradiction 
to suppose that it is known. 

But if there be any future event, whose existence 
is contingent, without all necessity, the future 
existence of the event is absolutely without 
evidence. If there be any evidence of it, it must 
be one of these two sorts, either self-evidence or 
•proof; for there can be no other sort of evidence 
but one of these two: an evident thing must be 
either evident in itself, or evident in something 
else; that is, evident by connection with some¬ 
thing else. But a future thing, whose existence 
is without all necessity, can have neither of these 
sorts of evidence. It cannot be self -cadent , or 
if it be, it may be now known, by what is now to 
be seen in the thing itselfeither its present 
existence, or the necessity of its nature: but botli 
these are contrary to the supposition. It is sup¬ 
posed, both that the thing has no present existence 
to be seen, and also that it is not of such a nature 
as to be necessarily existent for the future: so that 
its future existence is not self-evident. -And, 
second hp neither is there any proof, or evidence 
in anything eke, or evidence of connection with 
something else that is evident ; for this is also 
contrary to the supposition. It is supposed that 
there is now nothing existent, with which the 
future existence of the contingent event is con¬ 
nected. For such a connection destroys its 
contingence, and supposes necessity. * 1 

demonstrated, that there is in the nature of 1D © 
absolutely no evidence at all of the future e 
istence of that event, which is contingent, wi 
all necessity (if any such event there be), ■. 
self-evidence nor proof. And therefore, the 0 


Sect. XIT. 


INFERS SOME NECESSITY. 


171 


in reality is not evident; and so cannot be seen to 
be evident, or, which is the same thing, cannot 
be known. 

Let us consider this in an example. Suppose 
that five thousand seven hundred and sixty years 
ago there was no other being but the Divine Being ; 
and then this world, or some particular body or 
spirit, all at once starts out of nothing into being - , 
and^ takes on itself a particular nature and form ; 
all in absolute contingence , without any concern of 
God, or any other cause, in the matter; without 
any manner of ground or reason of its existence; 
or any dependence upon, or connection at all with' 
anything foregoing: I say, that if this be sup¬ 
posed, there was no evidence of that event before¬ 
hand. There was no evidence of it to be seen in 
tloe thing itself; for the thing itself as yet was not. 
And there was no evidence of it to be seen in 
anything else; for evidence in something else, is 
connection with something else : but such connection 
is contrary to the supposition. There was no 
evidence before, that this thing would happen ; for, 
by the supposition, there was no reason why it 
should happen , rather than something else, or rather 
than nothing. And if so, then all things before 
were exactly equal, and the same, with respect to 
that and other possible things; there was no 
preponderation, no superior weight or value * 
and therefore nothing that could be of any weight 
or value to determine any understanding. The 
thing was absolutely without evidence, and ab¬ 
solutely unknowable. An increase of understand¬ 
ing, or of, the capacity of discerning, has no 
tendency, and makes no advance, to a discerning 
any signs or evidences of it, let it be increased neve? 

Y 
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so much; yea, if it be increased infinitely. The 
increase of the strength of sight may have a 
tendency to enable to discern the evidence which 
is far off, and very much hid, and deeply involved 
in clouds and darkness; but it has no tendency to 
enable to discern evidence where there is none. 
If the sight be infinitely strong, and the capacity 
of discerning infinitely great, it will enable to see 
all that there is, and to see it perfectly, and with 
ease: yet it has no tendency at all to enable a 
being to discern that evidence which is not; but, 
on the contrar} r , it has a tendency to enable to 
discern with great certainty that there is none. 

III. To suppose the future volitions of moral 
agents not to be necessary events; or, which is the 
same thing, events which it is not impossible but 
that they may not come to pass; and yet to suppose 
that God certainly foreknows them, and knows all 
things, is to suppose God’s knowledge to be incon¬ 
sistent with itself. For to say, that God certainly, 
and without all conjecture, knows that a thing 
will infallibly be, which at the same time he knows 
to be so contingent that it may possibly not be, is 
to suppose his knowledge inconsistent with itself; 
or that one thing that he knows, is utterly incon¬ 
sistent with another thing that he knows. It is 
the same thing as to say, he now knows a proposi¬ 
tion to be of certain infallible truth, which he 
knows to be of contingent uncertain truth. If a 
future volition is so without all necessity, that 
there is nothing hinders but that it may not be, 
then the proposition which asserts its future ex¬ 
istence, is so uncertain, that there is nothing 
hinders but that the truth of it may entirely fan. 
And if God knows all things, he knows this 
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proposition to be thus uncertain. And that is 
inconsistent with his knowing that it is infallibly 
true, and so inconsistent with his infallibly know- 
ing that it is true. If the thing be indeed contin¬ 
gent, God views it so, and judges it to be contingent, 
if he views things as they are. If the event be not 
necessary, then it is possible it may never be : and 
if it be possible it may never be, God knows it may 
possibly never be; and that is to know that the 
proposition which affirms its existence, may pos¬ 
sibly not be true; and that is to know that the 
truth of it is uncertain ; which surely is inconsis¬ 
tent with his knowing it as a certain truth. If 
volitions are in themselves contingent events, 
without all necessity, then it is no argument of 
perfection, of knowledge in any being to determine 
peremptorily that they will be ; but, on the con¬ 
trary, an argument of ignorance and mistake; 
because it would argue, that he supposes that* 
proposition to be certain, which in its own nature, 
and all things considered, is uncertain and con¬ 
tingent. To say, in such a case, that God may 
have ways of knowing contingent events which 
we cannot conceive of, is ridiculous; as much so, 
as to say that God may know contradictions to be 
true, for ought we know, or that he may know a 
thing to be certain, and at the same time know it 
not to be certain, though we cannot conceive how; 

because he has ways of knowing, wdiieh we cannot 
comprehend. 

Corol. 1. From what has been observed, it is 
evident that the absolute decrees of God are no 
more inconsistent with human liberty, on account 
of any, necessity of the event which follows from 
such decrees, than the absolute foreknowledge of 
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God. Because the connection between the event 
and certain foreknowledge, is as infallible and 
indissoluble as between the event and an absolute 
decree. That is, it is no more impossible, that the 
event and decree should not agree together, than 
that the event and absolute knowledge should dis¬ 
agree. The connection between the event and 
foreknowledge is absolutely perfect, by the suppo 
sition; because it is supposed, that the certain y 
and infallibility of the knowledge is absolutely 
perfect. And it being so, the certainty cannot be 
increased; and therefore the connection between 
the knowledge and thing known cannot be m- 
creased; so that if a decree be added to the tore 
knowledge, it does not at all increase the connecti 
or make it more infallible and indissoluble, it it 
were not so, the certainty of knowledge might be 
increased by the addition of a decree; which is 
contrary to the supposition, which is, that tne 
knowledge is absolutely perfect, or perfect to the 

h ’ ITere^afmucli 0 ’of an impossibility but that the 
things which are infallibly foreknown, should be, 
or (which is the same thing) as great a necessity 
of their future existence, as if the event weie 
a ready written down, and was known and read 
by ali y mankind, through all preceding ages and 
there was the most indissoluble and perfect con- 

nection possible between the a . 

written. In such a case, it would be as impossible 

the event should fail of existence, as 1 1 

existed already; and a decree cannot ma e a 

event surer or more necessary than this. 

And therefore, if there be any such foreknow¬ 
ledge, as it has been proved there is, then necessity 
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of connection and consequence is not at all incon¬ 
sistent with any liberty which man or any other 
creature enjoys. And from hence it may be 
inferred, that absolute decrees of God, which do 
not at all increase the necessity, are not at all 
inconsistent with the liberty which man enjoys, 
on any such account, as that they make the event 
decreed necessary, and render it utterly impossible 
but that it should come to pass. Therefore, if 
absolute decrees are inconsistent with man’s liberty 
as a moral agent, or his liberty in a state of proba¬ 
tion, or any liberty whatsoever that he enjoys, it 
is not on account of any necessity which absolute 
decrees infer. 


Dr. Whitby supposes there is a great difference 
between God’s foreknowledge, and his decrees, 
with regard to necessity of future events. In his 
“ Discourse on the Five Points,” p. 474, &c., he 
says, “ God’s prescience has no influence at all on 
our actions. Should God (says he) by immediate 
revelation, give me the knowledge of the event of 
any man’s state or actions, would my knowledge 
of them have any influence upon his actions? 
Surely none at all—our knowledge doth not affect 
the things we know, to make them more certain, 
or more future, than thej r would be without it. 
Now, foreknowledge in God is knowledge. As 
therefore knowledge has no influence on thin o s 
that are, so neither has foreknowledge on things 
that shall be. And, consequently, the foreknow¬ 
ledge of any action that would be otherwise free 
cannot alter or diminish that freedom. Whereas 
God’s decree of election is powerful and active, 
and comprehends the preparation and exhibition 
of such means as shall unfrustrably produce the 
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end. Hence God’s prescience renders no actions 

necessary/’ And to this purpose, p 473, he cites 

Origen, where he says, “ God’s prescience is not 

the cause of things future, hut their being fixture 

is the cause of God’s prescience that they will be. 

and Le Blanc, where he says, “This is the truest 

resolution of this difficulty, that prescience is no 

the cause that things are future ; but their being 

future is the cause they are foreseen. In i ' e 

manner, Dr. Clarke, in his «Demonstration ot 

the Being and Attributes of God,” pp. 96-9V- 

And the author of the “ Freedom of Will m God 

and the Creature,” speaking to the like purp 

with Dr. Whitby, represents “ Foreknowledge as 

having no more influence on things know , 

make them necessary, than after-knowledge, 

to that purpose. . ., , . 

To all which I would say, that what is said about 

knowledge, its not having influence on the thing 
known to make it necessary, is nothing to the pur¬ 
pose, nor does it in the least affect the foregoing 
reasoning. Whether prescience be the thing that 
makes the event necessary or no, it alters not the 
case. Infallible foreknowledge may prove the 

necessity of the event foreknown and vet not bc 

the thing which causes the necessity. If the fo 
knowledge be absolute, this proves the event known 
to he necessary, or proves that it is impossible but 
that the event should he, by some means or other 

either by a decree, or some other way, 1 er . • 
any other way: because, as was said before, l 
absurd to say, that a proposition is known o 
certainly and infallibly true, which yet may po 

siblv prove not true. „ , . ' 

The whole of the seeming force of this evas 
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lies in this ; that, inasmuch as certain foreknow¬ 
ledge does not cause an event to be necessary, as a 
decree does ; therefore it does not prove it to be 
necessary, as a decree does. But there is no force 
in this arguing : for it is built wholly on this sup¬ 
position, that nothing can prove , or be an evidence 
of a thing’s being necessary 7 , but that which has a 
causal influence to make it so. But this can never 
be maintained. If certain foreknowledge of the 
future existing of an event, be not the thing which 
first mdccs it impossible that it should fail of exist¬ 
ence ; yet it may, and certainly 7 does, demonstrate 
that it it impossible it should fail of it, however 
that impossibility comes. If foreknowledge be not 
the caust, but the effect, of this impossibility, it 
may pro'e that there is such an impossibility 7 , as 
much as if it were the cause. It is as strong 
arguing f om the effect to the cause, as from the 
cause to tie effect. It is enough, that an exist¬ 
ence, which is infallibly foreknown, cannot fail, 
whether t at impossibility 7 arises from the fore- 
knowledgepr is prior to it. It. is as evident, as it is 
possible anything should be, that it is impossible 
a thing whih is infallibly known to be true, should 
prove not ttbe true : therefore there is a necessity 
that it shoid be otherwise ; whether the know¬ 
ledge be tlieiause of this necessity, or the necessity 
the cause of he knowledge. 

All certaiiknowledge, whether it be foreknow¬ 
ledge or acknowledge, or concomitant know¬ 
ledge, proveshe thing known now to be necessary, 
by some rneas or other; or proves that it 'is 
impossible it hould now be otherwise than true. 
I freely 7 allowfhat foreknowledge does not prove 
a thing to be ucessary, any more than afterknow- 
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ledge ; but then afterknowledge, which is certain 
and infallible, proves that it is now become impos¬ 
sible but that the proposition known should be 
true. Certain afterknowledge proves that it is 
now, in the time of the knowledge, by some means 
or other, become impossible but that the proposition 
which predicates past existence on the event, siould 
be true. And so does certain foreknowledge prove, 
that now, in the time of the knowledge, it is, by 
some means or other, become impossible bit that 
the proposition which predicates future existence 
on the event, should be true. The necessity of the 
truth of the propositions, consisting in thepresen 
impossibility of the non-existence of tte event 
affirmed, in both cases is the immediate g-ound ot 
the certainty of the knowledge; there cm be no 

certainty of knowledge without it. 

There must be a certainty in things ttemselves, 

before they are certainly known, or (whch is the 
same thing) known to be certain. Forcertamty 
of knowledge is nothing else but knowing or 
discerning the certainty there is in he things 
themselves, which are known. Therfore there 
must be a certainty in things to be aground of 
certainty of knowledge, and to reder things 
capable of being known to be certain^ And this 
is nothing but the necessity of the trut known, or 
its being impossible but that it shoulffie true, or, 
in other words, the firm and infallibl connection 
between the subject and predicate ofthe proposi¬ 
tion that contains that truth. Allcertainty o 
knowledge consists in the view of tli dimness o 
that connection. So God’s certain freknowle ge 
of the future existence of any events his view o 
the firm and indissoluble connection)! the subjec 
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and predicate of the proposition that affirms its 
future existence. The subject is that possible event; 
the predicate is its future existing : but if future 
existence be firmly and indissolubly connected 
with that event, then the future existence of that 
event is necessary. If God certainly knows the 
future existence of an event which is wholly con¬ 
tingent, and may possibly never be, then he sees a 
firm connection between a subject and predicate 
that are not firmly connected; which is a con¬ 
tradiction. 

I allow what Dr. Whitby says to be true, “ That 
mere knowledge does not affect the thing known, 
to make it more certain or more future.” But 
yet, I say, it supposes and proves the thing to be 
already both future and certain; t.e., necessarily 
future. Knowledge of futurity, supposes futurity ; 
and a certain knowledge of futurity, supposes 
certain futurity , antecedent to that certain know¬ 
ledge. But there is no other certain futurity of a 
thing, antecedent to certainty of knowledge, than 
a prior impossibility but that the thing should 
prove true; or (which is the same thing) the 
necessity of the event. 

I would observe one thing further concerning 
this matter; it is this: that if it be as those 
forementioned writers suppose, that God's fore¬ 
knowledge is not the cause, but the effect, of the ex¬ 
istence of the event foreknown ; this is so far from 
showing that this foreknowledge doth not infer 
the necessity of the existence of that event, that 
it rather shows the contrary the more plainly. 
Because it shows the existence of the event to be 
so settled and firm, that it is as if it had already 
been; inasmuch as in effect it actually exists 
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already; its future existence has already had actual 
influence and efficiency , and has produced an 
effect , viz., prescience: the effect exists already , 
and as the effect supposes, the cause is connected 
with the cause, and depends entirely upon it, 
therefore it is as if the future event, which is the 
cause, had existed already. The effect is ni m as 
' possible, it having already the possession of ex¬ 
istence, and has made sure of it. But the effect 
cannot be more firm and stable than its cause, 
ground, and reason. The building cannot be farmer 

than the foundation. , 

To illustrate this matter, let us suppose the 

appearances and images of things in a glass, or 
instance, a reflecting telescope, to be the rea 
effects of heavenly bodies (at a distance, and out 
of sight) which they resemble; if it be so, then, 
as these images in the telescope have had a pas 
actual existence, and it is become utterly impos¬ 
sible now that it should be otherwise than that 
they have existed ; so they, being the true effects 
of the heavenly bodies they resemble, this proves 
the existing of'those heavenly bodies to be as real, 
infallible, firm, and necessary, as the existing o 
these effects; the one being connected with and 
wholly depending on, the other. Bow let us 
suppose future existences some way or other to 
have influence back, to produce effects beforehand, 

and cause exact and perfect images o e 
in a glass, a thousand years before they exis , ye , 
in all preceding ages ; but yet that these image 
are real effects of these future existences, pel ec } 
dependent on, and connected with, their cause, 
these effects and images having already had 9 C ua 
existence, rendering that matter of their exis mg 
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perfectly firm and stable, and utterly impossible to 
be otherwise: this proves in like manner, as in the 
other instance, that the existence of the things, 
which are their causes, is also equally sure, firm, 
and necessary; and that it is alike impossible but 
that they should be, as if they had been already, 
as their effects have. And if, instead of images 
in a glass, we suppose the antecedent effects to be 
perfect ideas of them in the Divine Mind, which 
have existed there from all eternity, which are as 
properly effects, as truly and properly connected 
with their cause, the case is not altered. 

Another thing which has been said by some 
Arminians, to take off the force of what is urged 
from God’s prescience, against the contingence of 
the volitions of moral agents, is to this purpose : 
“ That when we talk of foreknowledge in God, 
there is no strict propriety in our so speaking; 
and that although it be true, that there is in God 
the most perfect knowledge of all events, from 
eternity to eternity, yet there is no such thing as 
before and after in God, but he sees all things by 
one perfect, unchangeable view, without any 
succession.” To this I answer: 

1. It has been already shown, that all certain 
knowledge proves the necessity of the truth 
known; whether it be before , after , or at the 
same time. Though it be true, that there is no 
succession in God’s knowledge, and the manner of 
his knowledge is to us inconceivable, yet thus much 
we know concerning it, that there is no event 
past, present, or to come, that God is ever un¬ 
certain of; he never is, never was, and never will 
be, without infallible knowledge of it; he always 
sees the existence of it to be certain and infallible. 
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And as he always sees things just as they are in 
truth, hence there never is in reality anything 
contingent in such a sense, as that possibly it may 
happen never to exist. If, strictly speaking, there 
is no foreknowledge in God, it is because those 
things which are future to us, are as present to 
God as if they already had existence ; and that is 
as much as to say, that future events are always in 
God's view as evident, clear, sure, and necessary, 
as if they already were. If there never is a time 
wherein the existence of the event is not present 
with God, then there never is a time wherein it 
is not as much impossible for it to fail of ex¬ 
istence, as if its existence were present, and were 
already come to pass. 

God's viewing things so perfectly and unchange¬ 
ably as that there is no succession in his ideas or 
judgment, does not hinder but that there is pro¬ 
perly now, in the mind of God, a certain and 
perfect knowledge of moral actions of men, which 
to us are an hundred years hence: yea, the ob¬ 
jection supposes this; and therefore it certainly 
does not hinder but that, by the foregoing argu¬ 
ments, it is now impossible these moral actions 

should not come to pass. , 

We know that God knows the future voluntary 

actions of men in such a sense beforehand, as that 
he is able particularly to declare, and loretel 
them, and write them, or cause them to be written 
down in a book, as he often has done; and that 
therefore the necessary connection which there is 
between God's knowledge and the event known, 
does as much prove the event to be necessary before¬ 
hand, as if the Divine knowledge were in the 
same sense before the event, as the prediction or 
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writing is. If the knowledge be infallible, then 
the expression of it in the written prediction is 
infallible; that is, there is an infallible connection 
between that written prediction and the event. 
And if so, then it is impossible it should ever be 
otherwise, than that that prediction and the event 
should agree ; and this is the same thing as to say, 
it is impossible but that the event should come 
to pass; and this is the same as to say, that its 
coming to pass is necessary. So that it is mani¬ 
fest, that there being no proper succession in God’s 
mind, makes no alteration as to the necessity 
of the existence of the events which God knows 
Yea , 

2. This is so far from weakening the proof 
which has been given of the impossibility of the 
not coming to pass of future events known, as that 
it establishes that wherein the strength of the 

forgoing arguments consists, and shows the clear¬ 
ness of the evidence. For, 

(1.) The very reason why God’s knowledge is 
without succession is, because it is absolutely 
perfect, to the highest possible degree of clearness 
and certainty : all things, whether past, present, 
or to come, being viewed with equal evidence and 
fulness; future things being seen with as mucli 
clearness as if they were present; the view is 
always in absolute perfection; and absolute con¬ 
stant perfection admits of no alteration, and so no 
succession; the actual existence of the thino* 
known, does not at all increase or add to the cleai^ 
ness or certainty of the thing known: God calls 
the things that are not as though they were ; they 
are all one to him as if they had already existed. 
Jiut herein consists the strength of the demonstra- 
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lion before given, of .the impossibility of the not 
existing of those things, whose existence God 
knows; that it is as impossible they should tad 
of existence, as if they existed already, lhis 
objection, instead of weakening this argument 
sets it in the clearest and strongest light; lor it 
supposes it to be so indeed, that the existence ot 
future events is in God’s view so much as U it 
already had been, that when they come actually to 
exist, ‘it makes not the least alteration, or variation 

in his view or knowledge of them. . 

(2.) The objection is founded on the ‘immuta¬ 
bility of God’s knowledge : for it is the immu¬ 
tability of knowledge makes Ins knowledge tob 
without succession. But this most directly and 
plainly demonstrates the thing I insist on, viz-, 
that it is utterly impossible the known even 
should fail of existence. For if that were possible, 
then it would be possible for there to be a change 
in God’s knowledge and view of things, for it 
the known event should fail of existence, and not 
come into being, as God expected, then God would 
see it and so would change his mind, and see his 
former mistake; and thus there would be change 
and succession in his knowledge. But as God is 
immutable, and so it i« utterly ““"‘‘“'f “'jj' 

that hi. 

event should Lt exist: and that is to be impo^ble 
in the highest degree: and therefore tbecontrary 
is necessary. Nothing is more impossi 
that the immutable God should be change y 

succession of time; who comprehends a £ J 

from eternity to eternity, in one most perfe 
unalterable view; so that his whole eternal ur 



Sect. XII. 


NECESSITY. 


1 


n 


•> 


tion is vitce interminabilis, tota , siraul, et per- 
fecta possessio. 

. On the whole, I need not fear to say that there 
is no geometrical theorem or proposition whatsoever 
more capable of strict demonstration, than that 
God s certain prescience of the volitions of moral 
agents is inconsistent with such a contingence of 
these events, as is without all necessity ; and so is 
inconsistent with the Arminian notion of liberty. 

Corol. 2. Hence the doctrine of the Calvinists, 
concerning the absolute decrees of God, does not 
at all infer any more fatality in things, than will 
demonstrably follow from the doctrine of most 
Arminian divines, who acknowledge God’s om¬ 
niscience and universal prescience. Therefore all 
objections they make against the doctrine of the 
aivimsts, as implying Hobbes’s doctrine of neces¬ 
sity, or the stoical doctrine of fate, lie no more 
against the doctrine of Calvinists than their own 
doctrine : and therefore it doth not become those 

1 vines to raise such an outcry against the Cal¬ 
vinists on this account. 

C°rol 3. Hence all arguing, from necessity, 
against the doctrine of the inability of unregenerate 
men to perform the conditions of salvation, and 
he commands of God requiring spiritual duties 
and against the Calvinistic doctrine of efficacious 
grace; I say, all arguings of Arminians (such of 
them as own God’s omniscience) against these 
things, on this ground, that these doctrines, though 
they do not suppose men to be under any constraint 
or coaction, yet suppose them under necessity with 
respect to their moral actions, and those things 
which are required of them in order to then- 
acceptance with God; and their arguing against 
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the necessity of men’s volitions, taken from the 
reasonableness of God’s commands, promises, and 
threatenings, and the sincerity of his counsels 
and invitations; and all objections against any 
doctrines of the Calvinists, as being inconsistent 
with human liberty, because they infer necessity j 
I say, all these arguments and objections must fau 
to the ground, and be j ustly esteemed vain an 
frivolous, as coming from them; being maintained 
in an inconsistence with themselves, and in 1 *■© 
manner levelled against their own doctrine, as 
against the doctrine: of the Calvinists. 
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WHETHER WE SUPPOSE THE VOLITIONS OF MORAL AGENTS 
TO BE CONNECTED WITH ANYTHING ANTECEDENT, OK 
NOT, YET THEY MUST BE NECESSARY IN SUCH A SENSE 
AS TO OVERTHROW ARMINIAN LIBERTY. 

Every act of the will has a cause, or it has not. 
If it has a cause, then, according to what has 
already been demonstrated, it is not contingent, 
but necessary ; the effect being necessarily- depen¬ 
dent and consequent on its cause; and that, let 

the cause be what it will. If the cau ® e1 ®^^ 1 
itself, by antecedent acts choosmg and determining, 

still the determined and caused act must be a 
necessary effect. The act, that is the determined 
effect of the foregoing act which is its cause, can- 
not prevent the efficiency of its cause, but mus © 
wholly subject to its determination and comman , 
as much as the motions of the hands and feet. e 
consequent commanded acts of the will are as 
passive and as necessary, with respect to the an e- 
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cedent determining acts, as the parts of the body 
are to the volitions which determine and command 
them. .And therefore, if all the free acts of the will 
are thus, if they are all determined effects, deter¬ 
mined by the will itself, that is, determined bv 
antecedent choice, then thej r are all necessary; theV 
are all subject to, and decisively fixed by the fore¬ 
going act, which is their cause : yea, even the deter- 
minmg act itself; for that must be determined 
and fixed by another act, preceding that, if it 
be a free and voluntary act; and so must be neces¬ 
sary. So that by this all the free acts of the will 
are necessary, and cannot be free unless they are 
necessary: because they cannot be free, according 
to the Armmian notion of freedom, unless they are 
determined by the will, which is to be determined 
by antecedent choice; which being their cause 
proves them necessary. And yet they say, neces¬ 
sity is utterly inconsistent with liberty. So that 
by their scheme, the acts of the will cannot be 
liee, unless they are necessary, and yet cannot be 
Iree if they be not necessary ! 

But if the other part of the dilemma be taken, 
and it be affirmed that the free acts of the will 
nave no cause, and are connected with nothin 
whatsoever that goes before them and determine! 
them, in order to maintain their proper and 

absolute contingency and this should be allowed 

p i^P 11,rf. v • j • serve their turn 

.b or it the volition come to pass by perfect con 

tmgence, and without any cause at all, then ^ 

is certain, no act of the will, no prior act of the 

soul was the cause; no determination or choice 

of the soul had any hand in it. The will 

or the soul, was indeed the subject of what hap- 
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pened to it accidentally, but was not the cause. 
The will is not active in causing or determining, 
but purely the passive subject; at least, according 
to their notion of action and passion. In this case, 
contingence does as much prevent the determina¬ 
tion of the will, as a proper cause ; and as to the 
will, it was necessary, and could be no otherwise. 
For to suppose that it could have been otherwise, 
if the will or soul had pleased,.is to suppose that 
the act is dependent on some prior act of choice or 
pleasure ; contrary to what now is supposed : it is 
to suppose that it might have been otherwise, it 
its cause had made it or ordered it otherwise. -But 
this does not agree to its having no cause 
orderer at all. That must be necessary as to tne 
soul, which is dependent on no free act of the soul. 
but that which is without a cause, is dependent on 
no free act of the soul; because, by the supposi¬ 
tion, it is dependent on nothing, and is connected 
with nothing. In such a case, the soul is neces¬ 
sarily subjected to what accident brings to pass, 
from time to time, as much as the earth, that is 
inactive, is necessarily subjected to what falls upon 
it But this does not consist with the Armmian 
notion of liberty, which is the will s power of 
determining itself in its own acts, and being 
wholly active in it, without passiveness, and with¬ 
out bemg subject to necessity. Thus, contingence 
belongs to the Arminian notion of liberty, and yet 

is inconsistent with it. „ , 

I would here observe, that the author o 

“ Essay on the Freedom of Will in God an ^ 

Creature,” pages 76, 77, says as follows: 

word chance always means something done wi 

design. Chance and design stand in direct opp 
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sition to each other ; and chance can never be 
properly applied to acts of the will, which is the 
spring of all design, and which designs to choose 
whatsoever it doth choose, whether there be any 
superior fitness in the thing which it chooses, or 
no ; and it designs to determine itself to one thing, 
where two things, perfectly equal, are proposed, 
merely because it wilL ,, But herein appears a 
very great inadvertence in this author. For if 
the will be the spring of all design , as he says, 
then certainly it is not always the effect of design ; 
and the acts of the will themselves must sometimes 
come to pass, when they do not spring from design; 
and consequently come to pass by chance, accord¬ 
ing to his own definition of chance. And if the 
will designs to choose whatsoever it does choose, 
and designs to determine itself, as he says, then it 
designs to determine all its designs : which carries 
us back from one design to a foregoing design 
determining that, and to another determining 
that; and so on in infinitum . The very first 
design must be the effect of foregoing design, or 
else it must be by chance, in his notion of it. 

Here another alternative may be proposed, re¬ 
lating to the connection of the acts of the will with 
something foregoing, that is their cause, not much 
unlike to the other ; which is this : either human 
liberty is such, that it may well stand with volitions 
being necessarily connected with the views of the 
understanding, and so is consistent with necessity; 
or it is inconsistent with, and contrary to, such a 
connection and necessity. The former is directly 
subversive of the Arminian notion of liberty, con¬ 
sisting in freedom from all necessity. And if the 
latter be chosen, and it be said that liberty is 
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inconsistent with any such necessary connection 
of volition with foregoing views of the under¬ 
standing, it consisting in freedom from any such 
necessity of the will as that would imply ; t en 
the liberty of the soul consists (in part at least) m 
the freedom from restraint, limitation, and govern¬ 
ment, in its actings by the understanding, and m 
liberty and liableness to act contrary to the undei- 
standing’s views and dictates ; and, consequently, 
the more the soul has of this disengagedness in its 
acting, the more liberty. Now let it be considered 
what this brings the noble principle of human 
liberty to, particularly when it is possessed a 
enjoyed in its perfection, viz., a full and perfe 
freedom and liableness to act altogether at random, 
without the least connection with, or restraint 01 
government by, any dictate of reason, or anythin^, 
whatsoever apprehended, considered, or vie ''® - 

the understanding ; as being inconsistent with tn 
full and perfect sovereignty of the will over it 
own determinations. The notion mankind have 
conceived of liberty, is some dignity or privilege, 
something worth claiming. But what dignity or 
privilege is there, in being given up to such a w d 
continence as this, to be perfectly and constantly 

liable to act unintelligent^ unreasonably and 

as much without the guidance of understendmg as 
if we had none, or were as destitute of perception 
as the smoke that is driven by the wind . 


Sc. T. GOD'S MORAL EXCELLENCY NECESSARY. 191 


PART III. 


WHEREIN IS INQUIRED, WHETHER ANY SUCH LIBERTY 
OF WILL AS ARMINIANS HOLD, BE NECESSARY TO 
MORAL AGENCY, VIRTUE AND VICE, PRAISE AND 
DISPRAISE, ETC. 


SECTION I. 


god’s MORAL EXCELLENCY NECESSARY, YET VIRTUOUS 
. AND PRAISWORTHY. 


Having considered the first thing that was pro¬ 
posed to be inquired into, relating to that freedom 
of will which Arminians maintain ; namely, 
whether any such thing does, ever did, or ever 
can exist, or be conceived of; I come now to the 
second thing proposed to be the subject of inquiry, 
viz., Whether any such kind of liberty be requi¬ 
site to moral agency, virtue and vice, praise and 
blame, reward and punishment, &c. 

I shall begin with some consideration of the 
virtue and agency of the supreme moral Agent, 
and Fountain of all agency and virtue. 

Hr. Whitby, in his discourse on the “Five 
Point8, ,, p. 14, says, “If all human actions are 
necessary, virtue and vice must be empty names ; 
we being capable of nothing that is blame¬ 
worthy, or deserveth praise; for who can blame a 
person for doing only what he could not help, or 
judge that he deserveth praise only for what he 
could not avoid ?” To the like purpose he speaks 
in places innumerable ; especially in his discourse 
on the “ Freedom of the Willconstantly main¬ 
taining, that a freedom not only frorm couction, 
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but necessity, is absolutely requisite, in order to 
actions being either worthy of blame, or deserving 
of praise. And to this agrees, as is well known, 
the current doctrine of Arminian writers, who, m 
general, hold, that there is no virtue or vice, 

reward or punishment, nothing to he commended 
or blamed, without this freedom. And yet Br. 
Whitby, p. 300, allows, that God is without this 
freedom; and Arminians, so far as I have a 
opportunity to observe, generally acknowledge tn 
God is necessarily holy, and his will necessarily 

determined to that which is good. 

So that, putting these things together, the 1 - 

finitely holy God, who always used to he esteem 
by God’s people not only virtuous, hut a Being 
whom is all possible virtue, and every virtue n 
the most absolute purity and perfection, and in 
infinitely greater brightness and amiableness tnan 
in any creature; the most perfect pattern of virtue, 
and the fountain from whom all others virtue is 
but as beams from the sun; and who has been 
supposed to be, on the account of his virtue and 
holiness, infinitely more worthy to be esteeme , 
loved, honoured, admired, commended, extol ed, 
and praised, than any creature: and he who is 
thus everywhere represented in Scripture l y, 
this Being, according to this notion of Dr Wla y, 
and other Arminians, has no virtue at all. virtue, 
when ascribed to him, is but an empty name, 

and he is deserving of no commendation or praise, 
because be is under necessity, he cannot avoi ® 
holy and good as he is; therefore no thanks * 
him for it. ' It seems, the holiness, justice, laitu 
fulness, &c., of the Most High, must '^0 
accounted to be of the nature of that w 1C 
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virtuous and praiseworthy. They will not deny, 
that these things in God are good; but then we 


must understand them, that they are no more 
virtuous, or of the nature of anything commend¬ 
able, than the good that is in any other being that 


is not a moral agent; as the brightness of the sun, 
and the fertility of the earth, are good, but not 


virtuous, because these properties are necessary to 
these bodies, and not the fruit of self-determining 


power. 

There needs no other confutation of this notion 


of God’s not being virtuous or praiseworthy, to 
Christians acquainted with the Bible, but only 
stating and particularly representing of it. To 
bring texts of Scripture, wherein God is re¬ 
presented as in every respect in the highest 
manner virtuous and supremely praiseworthy, 
would be endless, and is altogether needless to such 
as have been brought up in the light of the Gospel. 

It were to be wished that Dr. Whitby, and other 
divines of the same sort, had explained themselves, 
when they have asserted, that that which is ne¬ 
cessary, is not deserving of praise ; at the same 
time that they have owned God’s perfection to be 
necessary, and so in effect representing God as not 
deserving praise. Certainly, if their words have 
any meaning at all, by praise they must mean the 
exercise or testimony of some sorts of esteem, 
respect, or honourable regard. And will they then 
say, that men are worthy of that esteem, respect, 
and honour, for their virtue, small and imperfect 
as it is, which yet God is not worthy of, for his 
infinite righteousness, holiness, and goodness ? 
If so,,it must be because of some sort of peculiar 
excellency in the virtuous man, which is his pre- 
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rogative, wherein he really has the preference; 
some dignity that is entirely distinguished from 
any excellency, amiableness, or honourablenes3 in 
God ; not in imperfection and dependence, but in 
pre-eminence; which, therefore, he does not receive 
from God, nor is God the fountain or pattern of it; 
nor can God, in that respect, stand in competition 
with him, as the object of honour and regard; 
but man may claim a peculiar esteem, commenda¬ 
tion, and glory, that God can have no pretension 
to. Yea, God has no right, by virtue of his ne¬ 
cessary holiness, to intermeddle with that gratetu 
respect and praise due to the virtuous man, who 
chooses virtue in the exercise of a freedom act 
utrumque, any more than a precious stone, which 

cannot avoid being hard and beautiful 

And if it be so, let it be explained what that 

peculiar respect is that is due to the virtuous man, 
which differs in nature and kind, in some way ot 
pre-eminence, from all that is due to God. What 
is the name or description of that peculiar affec¬ 
tion ? Is it esteem, love, admiration, honour, 
praise, or gratitude ? The Scripture every where 
represents God as the highest object of all these: 
there we read of the soul’s magmfmng the Lord 
of loving him with all the heart, with all the soul, 
with all the mind, and with all the strength, 
admiring him, and his righteous acts, or great y 
regarding them as marvellous and wonderful, 
honouring, glorifying, exalting, extolling, o 88- 
ing, thanking, and praising him ; giving unto 
him all the glory of the good which is done or 
received, rather than unto men; that no Jtes 
should glory in his presence; but that he phoulci 
be regarded as the Being to whom all glory is 
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due. What, then, is that respect P What passion, 
affection, or exercise, is it, that Arminians call 
praise, diverse from all these things which men 
are worthy of for their virtue, and which God is 
not worthy of in any degree. 

If that necessity which attends God’s moral 
perfections and actions be as inconsistent with a 
being worthy of praise, as a necessity of coaction, 
as is plainly implied in, or inferred from, Dr. 
Whitby’s discourse; then why should we thank 
God for his goodness, any more than if he were 
forced to be good, or any more than we should 
thank one of our fellow-creatures who did us good, 
not freely, and of good will, or from any kindness 
of heart, but from mere compulsion or extrinsical 
necessity 1 Arminians suppose that God is neces¬ 
sarily a good and gracious being: for this they 
make the ground of some of their main arguments 
against many doctrines maintained by Cafvinists; 
they say these are certainly false, and it is 
vrnpossible they should be true, because they are 
not consistent with the goodness of God. This 
supposes, that it is impossible but that God should 
be good: for if it be possible that he should be 
otherwise, then that impossibility of the truth 

of these doctrines ceases, according to their own 
argument. 

That virtue in God is not, in the most proper 
sense, rewardable, is not for want of merit in his 
moral perfections and actions, sufficient to deserve 
rewards from his creatures; but because he is 
infinitely above all capacity of receiving any 
reward or benefit from the creature: he is already 
infinitely and unchangeably happy, and we cannot 
be profitable unto him. But still he is worthy of 
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our supreme benevolence for his virtue ; and would 
be worthy of our beneficence, which is the fruit 
and expression of benevolence, if our goodness 
could extend to him. If God deserves to be 

thanked and praised for his goodness, he would, 
for the same reason, deserve that we should also 
requite his kindness, if that were possible. W nat 
shall I render to the Lord for all his benefits f is 
the natural language of thankfulness: and so ar 
as in us lies, it is our duty to recompense God s 
goodness, and render again according to benefits 
received. And that we might have opportunity 
for so natural an expression of our gratitude to God 
as beneficence, notwithstanding his being mfimtei^ 
above our reach; he has appointed others to be his 
receivers, and to stand in his stead as the objects 
of our beneficence; such are especially our indigent 

brethren. 

SECTION - II. 

the acts of the will of the human soul OF JESUS 

CHRIST NECESSARILY HOLY, YET TRULY VIRTUOUS, 
PRAISEWORTHY, REWARDABLE, &C. 

I have already considered how Dr Whitby in¬ 
sists upon it, that a freedom, not only from coaction, 

praise or dispraise, reward or punishment H 
also insists on the same freedomt as absolutely 

requisite to a person’s being the su bj e ° ° ^ * * 

of precepts, or prohibitions; m the book e 

mentioned (pp. 301, 314, 328, 339, 340, 34 , ’ 

347, 361, 373, 410). And of promises and threat- 
enings (pp.. 298, 301, 305 , 311 , 339, 340^363). 
And as requisite to a state of trial (p. 297, &&) 
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Now, therefore, with an eye to these things I 
would inquire into the moral conduct and practices 
of our Lord Jesus Christ, which he exhibited in 
his human nature here in his state of humiliation. 
And first , I would show, that his holy behaviour 
was necessary ; or that it was impossible it should 
be otherwise than that he should behave himself 
holily, and that he should be perfectly holy in 
each individual act of his life. And secondly, that 
his holy behaviour was properly the nature of 
virtue , and was worthy of praise; and that he 
was the subject of law, precepts, or commands , 
promises , and rewards ; and that he was in a 
state of trial. 

I. It was impossible that the acts of the will of 
the human soul of Christ should, in any instance, 
degree, or circumstance, be otherwise than holy, 
and agreeable to God’s nature and will. The 
following things make this evident. 

1. God had promised so effectually to preserve 
and uphold him by his Spirit, under all his tempta¬ 
tions, that he could not fail of reaching the end 
for which he came into the world; which he would 
have failed of, had he fallen into sin. We have * 
such a promise, Isa. xlii. 1, 2, 3, 4. “ Behold my 

servant, whom I uphold; mine elect, in whom my 
soul delighteth : I have put my Spirit upon him ; 
he shall bring forth judgment to the Gentiles. He 
shall not cry, nor lift up, nor cause his voice to be 
heard in the street. He shall bring forth judgment 
unto truth. He shall not fail nor be discouraged, 
till he have set judgment in the earth; and the 
isles shall wait for his law.” This promise, of 
Christ s having God’s Spirit put upon him, and 
his not crying and lifting up his voice, &c., relates 
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to the time of Christ’s appearance on earth; as is 
manifest from the nature of the promise, and also 
the application of it in the New Testament, Matt, 
xii. 18. And the words imply a promise of his 
being so upheld by God’s Spirit, that he should be 
preserved from sin; particularly from pride and 
vain glory, and from being overcome by any of 
the temptations he should be under to affect the 
glory of this world, the pomp of an earthly prince, 
or the applause and praise of men: and that he 
should be so upheld, that he should by no means 
fail of obtaining the end of his coming into the 
world, of bringing forth judgment unto victory, 
and establishing his kingdom of grace in the earth. 
And in the following verses this promise is con¬ 
firmed, with the greatest imaginable solemnity; 
“Thus saith the Lord, he that created the heavens, 
and stretched them out; he that spread forth the 
earth, and that which cometh out of it; he that 
giveth breath unto the people upon it, and spirit 
to them that walk therein: I the Lord have called 
thee in righteousness, and will hold thine hand, 
and will keep thee, and give thee for a covenant 
of the people, for a light of the Gentiles; to open 
the blind eyes, to bring out the prisoners from the 
prison, and them that sit in darkness out of the 
prison-house. I am Jehovah, that is my name, 

&c. . 

Very parallel with these promises is that, Isa. 

xlix. 7, 8, 9, which also has an apparent respect to 
the time of Christ’s humiliation on earth : “ Thus 
saith the Lord, the Redeemer of Israel, and his 
Holy One, to him whom man despiseth, to him 
whom the nation abhorreth, to a servant of rylers, 
Kings shall see and arise, princes also shall worship. 
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because of the Lord that is faithful, and the IIoly 

One of Israel, and he shall choose thee. Thus 

saith the Lord, In an acceptable time have I 

heard thee, and in a day of salvation have I 

helped thee; and I will preserve thee and give 

thee for a covenant of the people, to establish the 
earth,” &c. 

. -Amd in Isa. 1. 5, 6 , we have the Messiah express¬ 
ing his assurance, that God would help him, by so 
opening his ear, or inclining his heart to God’s 
commandments, that he should not be rebellious, 
but should persevere, and not apostatize, or turn 
his back: that through God’s help, he should be 
immovable, in a way of obedience, under the great 
trials of reproach and suffering he should meet 
with ; setting his face like a flint: so that he knew, 
he should not be ashamed, or frustrated in his 
design ; and finally should be approved and justi- 
ned, as having done his work faithfully: “ The 

in* ^ °P ene d mine ear; so that I was not 
rebellious, neither turned away my back. I gave 

my back to the smiters, and my cheeks to them 
that plucked off the hair ; I hid not my face from 
shame and spitting. For the Lord God will help 
me ; therefore shall I not be confounded : there¬ 
fore have I set my face as a flint, and I know that 
1 shall not be ashamed. He is near that justifieth 
me ; who will contend with me ? Let us stand 
together. Who is mine adversary ? let him come 
near to me. Behold, the Lord God will help me ; 
who is he that shall condemn me ? lo, thev all 

shall wax old as a garment; the moth shall eat 
them up. 

2. >The same thing is evident from all the pro¬ 
mises which God made to the Messiah, of his 
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future glory, kingdom, and success, in his office 
and character of a Mediator ; which glory could 
not have been obtained if his holiness had failed, 
and he had been guilty of sin. Gods absolute 
promise of any things makes the things promised 
necessary , and their failing to take place absolutely 
impossible: and, in like manner, it makes those 
things necessary on which the thing promised 
depends, and without which it cannot take effect. 
Therefore it appears, that it was utterly impossible 
that Christ’s holiness should fail, from such abso¬ 
lute promises as those, Ps. cx. 4 : “ The Lord hath 
sworn, and will not repent, Thou art a priest for 
ever, after the order of Melchizedek.” And from 
every other promise in that psalm, contained in 
each verse of it. And Ps. ii. 7, 8 : “I will declare 
the decree : the Lord hath said unto me, Thou art 
my son ; this day have I begotten thee. Ask of 
me and I will give thee the heathen for thine 

inheritance/’ &c. Ps. xlv. 3, 4, &c. : “ fj*y 
sword on thv thigh, O most Mighty, with thy 
glory and thy majesty ; and in thy majesty ride 
prosperously/’ And so everything that is said 
from thence to the end of the psalm. And those 

promises, Isa. hi. 13, 14, lo, and lm. 10, 11, 12. 

And all those promises which God makes to the 
Messiah, of success, dominion, and glory, in the 
character of a Redeemer, in Isa. chap. xhx. 

3. It was often promised to the church of bo 
of old. for their comfort, that God would give e 
a righteous, sinless Saviour. Jer. xxm. * j 
t( Behold, the da} r s come, saith the Lord, a 
will raise up unto David a righteous ® ra ? c ’ 
a King shall reign and prosper, and shal vs 

judgment and justice in the earth. In his days 
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shall Judah be saved, and Israel shall dwell safely: 
and this is the name whereby he shall be called, 
The Lord our Righteousness.” So, Jer. xxxiii. 
15 : * I will cause the Branch of righteousness to 
grow up unto David ; and he shall execute judg¬ 
ment and righteousness in the land.” Isa. ix. 
6, 7 : For unto us a child is born;—upon the 
throne of David and of his kingdom, to order it, 
and to establish it with judgment and justice, from 
henceforth, even for ever. The zeal of the Lord 
^ Hosts will do this . 9 Chap. xi. at the beginning: 
“ There shall come forth a rod out of the stem of 
Jesse, and a Branch shall grow out of his roots: 
and the Spirit of the Lord shall rest upon him, 
the spirit of knowledge, and of the fear of the 
Lord. With righteousness shall he judge the 

^TL°n an< ^ re P rove with equity. Righteousness 
shall be the girdle of his loins, and faithfulness the 

girdle of his reins.” Chap. lii. 13 : “ My servant 
shall deal prudently.” Chap. liii. 9 : “ Because he 
had done no violence, neither was guile found in 
h » ^o^h. If it be impossible that these promises 
should fail, and it be easier for heaven and earth 
to pass away, than for one jot or tittle of these 
promises of God to pass away, then it was impos¬ 
sible that God should commit any sin. Christ 
himself signified, that it was impossible but that 
the things which were spoken concerning him 
should be fulfilled. Luke xxiv. 44: “ That all 
things must be fulfilled, which were written in 
the law of Moses, and in the prophets, and in the 
Psalms, concerning me.” Matt, xxvi 53 54 • 

“ But how then shall the Scripture be fulfilled*, 
that tpus it must be ?” Mark xiv. 49 * “But the 
Scriptures must be fulfilled.” And so the Apostle, 
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Acts i. 16, 17 : “ This Scripture must needs have 
been fulfilled.” 

4. All the promises, which were made to the 
church of old, of the Messiah as a future Saviour, 
from that made to our first parents in Paradise, to 
that which was delivered by the prophet Malachi, 
show it to be impossible that Christ should not 
have persevered in perfect holiness. The ancient 
predictions given to God’s church, of the Messiah 
as a Saviour, were of the nature of promises, as is 
evident by the predictions themselves, and the 
manner of delivering them. But they are ex¬ 
pressly, and very often, called promises in the 
New Testament; as in Luke i. 54, 55, 72, 73 ; 
Acts xiii. 32, 33 ; Rom. i. 1, 2, 3 ; and chap. xv. 
S ; Heb. vi. 13, &c. These promises were often 
made with great solemnity, and confirmed with 
an oath; as in Gen. xxii. 16, 17: “By myself 
have I sworn, saith the Lord, that in blessing 
will bless thee, and in multiplying I will multiply 
thy seed as the stars of heaven, and as the sand 
which is upon the sea-shore : and in thy seed shall 
all the nations of the earth be blessed- Compare 

Luke i 72, 73; and Gal. m. 8, 15, 16. Lhe 
Apostle, in Heb. vi. 17, 18, speaking of this 
promise to Abraham, says: “Wherein God, willing 
more abundantly to show to the heirs of promise 
the immutability of his counsel, confirmed it bj 

an oath, that by two immutable things, in w 

it was impossible for God to lie, he might a 
strong consolation.” In which words, the necessi y 
of the accomplishment, or (which is the same thing; 
the impossibility of the contrary, is fully declare*** 
So God confirmed the promise of the great salyatio 
of the Messiah, made to David, by an oath; P s * 
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lxxxix. 3, 4 : “I have made a covenant with my 
chosen, I have sworn unto David my servant ; Thy 
seed will I establish for ever, and build up thy 
throne to all generations” There is nothing that 
is so abundantly set forth in Scripture as sure and 
irrefragable, as this promise and oath to David 
See Ps. lxxxix. 34, 35, 36 ; 2 Sam. xxiii. 5 ; Isa 
Iv. 4 ; Acts ii. 29, 30; and xiii. 34. The Scrip¬ 
ture expressly speaks of it as utterly impossible 
that this promise and .oath to David, concerning 
the everlasting dominion of the Messiah of his 
seed, should faiL Jer. xxxiii. 15, &c. : “In those 
days, and at that time, I will cause the Branch of 
righteousness to grow up unto David. For thus 
saith the Lord, David shall never want a man to 
sit upon the throne of the house of Israel.” Ver. 
20, 21: “ If you can break my covenant of the 
day, and my covenant of the night, and that there 
should not be day and night in their season ; then 
may also my covenant be broken with David my 
servant, that he should not have a son to reign upon 
his throne.” So in ver. 25, 26. Thus abundant 
is the scripture in representing how impossible it 
was, that the promises made of old concerning the 
great salvation and kingdom of the Messiah should 
fail; which implies, that it was impossible that 
this Messiah, the second Adam, the promised seed 
ot Abraham and of David, should fall from his 
integrity, as the first Adam did. 

5 All the promises that were made to the church 
of God under the Old Testament, of the great 
enlargement of the church, and advancement of 
her glory m the days of the Gospel, after the 
coming of the Messiah ; the increase of her light, 
liberty, holiness, joy, triumph over her enemies, 

2 A 
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&c., of which so great a part of the Old Testa¬ 
ment consists ; which are repeated so often, are so 
variously exhibited, so frequently introduced with 
great pomp and solemnity, and are so abundantly 
sealed with typical and symbolical representations ; 
I say, all these promises imply, that the Messiah 
should perfect the work of redemption ; and this 
implies that he should persevere in the work which 
the Father had appointed him, being in all things 
comformed to his will. These promises were often 
comfirmed by an oath. (See Isa. liv. 9, with the 
context; chap. lxii. 18.) And it is represented as 
utterly impossible that these promises should fail. 
(Isa. xlix. 15, with the context; chap. liv. 10, with 
the context; chap. li. 4-8 ; chap. xl. 8, with the 
context.) And therefore it was impossible that 
the Messiah should fail, or commit sin. 

6. It was impossible that the Messiah should 
fail of persevering in integrity and holiness, as the 
first Adam did, because this would have been in¬ 
consistent with the promises which God made to 
the blessed virgin his mother, and to her husband, 
implying that lie should save his people from their 
sins; that God would give him the throne of his 
father David; that he should reign oyer the 
house of Jacob for ever; and that of his kingdom 
there shall be no end. These promises were sure, 
and it was impossible they should fail. And there¬ 
fore the Virgin Mary, in trusting fully to them, 
acted' reasonably, having an immovable foundation 
of her faith; as Elizabeth observes, ver. 45 : “ And 
blessed is she that believeth ; for there shall be a 
performance of those things which were told her 

from the Lord.” # /L . 

7. That it should have been possible that Christ 
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should sin, and so fail in the work of our redemp¬ 
tion, does not consist with the eternal purpose and 
decree of God, revealed in the Scriptures, that he 
would provide salvation for fallen man in and bv 
Jesus Christ, and that salvation should be offered 
to sinners through the preaching of the Gospel. 
Such an absolute decree as this Arminians do not 
deny. Thus much at least (out of all controversy) 
is implied in such Scriptures as 1 Cor. ii. 7, Eph. 
i. 4, 5 ; and chap. iii. 9, 10, 11 ; 1 Pet. i. 19, 20. 
Such an absolute decree as this, Arminians allow 
to be signified in these texts. And the Arminians’ 
election of nations and societies, and general 
election of the Christian church, and conditional 
election of particular persons, imply this God 
could not decree before the foundation of the world, 
to save all that should believe in, and obey Christ, 
unless he had absolutely decreed that salvation 
should be provided, and effectually wrought out 
by Christ. And since (as the Arminians them¬ 
selves strenuously maintain) a decree of God infers 
necessity; hence it became necessary , that Christ 
should persevere, and actually work out salvation 
for us, and that he should not fail by the com¬ 
mission of sin. 

8. That it should have been possible for Christ’s 
holiness to fail, is not consistent with what God 
promised to his Son, before all ages. For, that 
salvation should be offered to men, through Christ, 
and bestowed on all his faithful followers, is what 
is at least implied in that certain and infallible pro¬ 
mise spoken of by the apostle, Tit. i. 2 : “ In hope 
of eternal life, which God, that cannot lie, pro¬ 
mised before the world began.” This does not 
seem to be controverted by Arminians.* 

* See Dr. Whitby on the Five Points, pp. 48, 49, 50. 
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9 That it should be possible for Christ to fail 
of doing his Father’s will, is inconsistent with the 
promise made to the Father by the Son, by the 
Logos that was with the Father from the begin¬ 
ning before he took the human nature : as may be 
seen in Ps. xl. 6, 7, 8 (compared with the apostle s 
interpretation, Heb. x. 5-9): “Sacrifice and offer- 
in thou didst not desire : mine ears hast thou 
opened (or bored) ; burnt-offering and sin-offering 
thou hast not required. Then said I, Lo, I come : 
in the volume of the book it is written of me, 1 
delight to do thy will, 0 my God, and thy law is 
within my heart.” Where is a manifest allusion 
to the covenant, which the willing servant, v io 
loved his master’s service, made with his master, ° 
be his servant forever, on the day wherein he had ms 
ear bored; which covenant was probably inser e 
in the public records, called the volume of 
book, by the judges, who were called to take 

cognisance of the transaction, Exod. xxr 
Logos, who was with the Father before the world 

and who made the world, thus engage in ^° . 
to do the will of the Father in the human nature, 

and the promise was . recor 

that it should fail; and so itwastmp^^ha 
Christ should fail of doing the will ot the t aider 

^ m If^it wa^possible for Christ to have failedl of 
doing the will of his Father and so to have faded 
of effectually working out redemptio saV ed 

then the salvation of all the saints, w o ^ 

i'rom the beginning of the world to 

cSt, was Sot built on.afina.W^^J 

Messiah, and the redemption which he 
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out by his obedience unto death, was the founda¬ 
tion of the salvation of all the posterity of fallen 
man that ever were saved. Therefore, if when the 
Old Testament saints had the pardon of their sins 
and the favour of God promised them, and salva¬ 
tion bestowed upon them; still it was possible that 
the Messiah, when he came, might commit sin, 
then all this was on a foundation that was not firm 
and stable, but liable to fail; something which it 
was possible might never be. God did as it were 
trust to what his Son had engaged and promised to 
do in future time; and depended so much upon it, 
that he proceeded actually to save men on the 
account of it, as though it had been already done. 
But this trust and dependence of God, on the 
supposition of Christ’s being liable to fail of doing 
his will, was leaning on a staff that was weak, and 
might possibly break. The saints of old trusted 
on the promises of a future redemption to be 
wrought out and completed by the Messiah, and 
built their comfort upon it: Abraham saw Christ’s 
day, and rejoiced; and he and the other patriarchs 
died in the faith of the promise of it (Heb. xi. 13). 
But on this supposition, their faith, and their com¬ 
fort, and their salvation, was built on a movable, 
fallible foundation; Christ was not to them a tried 
stone, a sure foundation, as in Isa. xxviii. 16. 
David entirely rested on the covenant of God with 
him, concerning the future glorious dominion and 
salvation of the Messiah, of his seed; says it was 
“all his salvation, and all his desire;” and comforts 
himself that this covenant was an “everlasting- 
covenant, ordered in all things and sure,” 2 Sain, 
xxiii* 5. But if Christ’s virtue might fail, he was 
mistaken: his great comfort was not built so sure 
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as he thought it was, being founded entirely on the 
determinations of the free-will of Christ’s human 
soul; which was subject to no necessity, and might 
be determined either one way or the other. Also, 
the dependence of those who looked for redemption 
in Jerusalem, and waited for the consolation of 
Israel (Luke ii. 25, and 38), and the confidence of 
the disciples of Jesus, who forsook all and followed 
him, that they might enjoy the benefits of his 
future kingdom, was built on a sandy foundation. 

11. The man Christ Jesus, before he had finished 
his course of obedience, and while in the midst 
of temptations and trials, was abundant m posi¬ 
tively predicting his own future glory m his 
kingdom, and the enlargement of his church, the 
salvation of the Gentiles through him, &c., and in 
promises of blessings he would bestow on his true 
disciples in his future kingdom; on which promises 
he required the full dependence of his disciples. 
(John xiv.) But the disciples would have no 
ground for such dependence, if Christ had been 
liable to fail in his work: and Christ himself 
would have been guilty of presumption, m so 
abounding in peremptory promises of great things, 
which depended on a mere contingence, viz the 
determinations of his free will, consisting m a free¬ 
dom ad utruwque, to either sin or holiness, 
standing in indifference and incident, in thou¬ 
sands of future instances, to go either one w y 

or the other. . ,-, n4 .+'u Ck 

Thus it is evident, that it was impossible that the 

acts of the will of the human soul of Christ should 
be otherwise than holy, and conformed to the wi 
of the Father; or, in other words, they were y.eces 

sarily so conformed. 
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I have been the longer in the proof of this 
matter, it being a thing denied by some of the 
greatest Arminians—by Episcopius in particular ; 
and because I look upon it as a point clearly and 
absolutely determining the controversy between 
Calvinists and Arminians, concerning the necessity 
of such a freedom of will as is insisted on by the 
latter, in order to moral agency, virtue, command 
or prohibition, promise or threatening, reward or 
punishment, praise or dispraise, merit or demerit. 

I now therefore proceed, 

II. To consider whether Christ, in his holy 
behaviour on earth, was not thus a moral agent , 
subject to commands , 'promises , &c. 

Dr. Whitby very often speaks of what he calls 
a freedom ad utrumlibet , without necessit} r , as 
requisite to law and commands; and speaks of 
necessity as entirely inconsistent with injunctions 
and prohibitions. But yet we read of Christ's 
being the subject of the commands of his Father, 
John x. 18, and xv. 10. And Christ tells us, that 
everything that he said or did was in compliance 
with “ commandments he had received of the 
Father," John xii. 49, 50, and xiv. 31. And we • 
often read of Christ's obedience to his Father’s 
commands, Rom. v. 19; Phil. ii. 18; Heb. v. 8. 

The fore-mentioned writer represents promises 
offered as motives to persons to do their dutv, or 
a being moved and induced by promises as 
utterly inconsistent with a state wherein persons 
have not a liberty ad utrumlibet , but are neces¬ 
sarily determined to one. (See particularly pp. 
298 and 311.) But the thing which this writer 
asserts is demonstrably false, if the Christian re¬ 
ligion be true. If there be any truth in Chris- 
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tianity or the Holy Scriptures, the man Christ 
Jesus had his will infallibly, unalterably, and 
unfrustrably determined to good, and that alone ; 
but yet he had promises of glorious rewards made 
to him, on condition of his persevering in, and 
perfecting, the work which God had appointed 

him; Isa. liii. 10, 11, 12; Ps ii. and cx. ; Isa. 
xlix. 7, 8, 9. In Luke xxii. 28, 29, Christ says to 
his disciples, “ Ye are they which have continued 
with me in my temptations; and I appoint unto 
you a kingdom, as my Father hath appointed unto 
me.” The word most properly signifies to appoint 
by covenant or promise. The plain meaning of 
Christ’s words is this : “ As you have partook of 
my temptations and trials, and have been steadfast, 
and have overcome, I promise to make you par¬ 
takers of my reward, and to give you a kingdom ; 
as the Father has promised me a kingdom for 
continuing steadfast, and overcoming in those 
trials.” And the words are well explained by 
those in Rev. iii. 21: “ To him that overcometh wiil 
I grant to sit with me in my throne; even as I 
also overcame, and am set down with my Father 
in his throne.” And Christ had not only promises 
of glorious success, and rewards made to his obedi¬ 
ence and sufferings, but the Scriptures plainly 
represent him as using these promises for motives 
and inducements to obey and suffer; and particu¬ 
larly that promise of a kingdom which the Father 
had appointed him, or sitting with the Father on 
his throne; as in Heb xii. 1, 2: “ Let us lay aside 
every weight, and the sin which doth so easily 
beset us, and let us run with patience the race that 
is set before us, looking unto Jesus, the author and 
finisher of our faith, who, for the joy that was set 
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before him, endured the cross, despising the shame, 
and is set down on the right hand of the throne of 

God.” 

And how strange would it be to hear any 
Christian assert, that the holy and excellent temper 
and behaviour of Jesus Christ, and that obedience 
which he performed under such great trials, was 
not virtuous or praiseworthy, because his will was 
not free ad utrumque , to either holiness or sin, but 
was unalterably determined to one; that, upon 
this account, there is no virtue at all in all Christ’s 
humility, meekness, patience, charity, forgivness 
of enemies, contempt of the world, heavenly¬ 
mindedness, submission to the will of God, perfect 
obedience to his commands (though he was obe¬ 
dient unto death, even the death of the cross), his 
great compassion to the afflicted, his unparalleled 
love to mankind, his faithfulness to God and man 
under such great trials, his praying for his enemies, 
even when nailing him to the cross; that virtue , 
when applied to these things, is but an empty 
name; that there was no merit in any of these 
things ; that is, that Christ was worthy of nothing 
at all on the account of them, worthy of no 
reward, no praise, no honour or respect from God 
or man, because his will was not indifferent, and 
free either to these things or the contrary ; but 
under such a strong inclination or bias to the things 
that were excellent, as made it impossible that he 
should choose the contrary; that, upon this ac¬ 
count (to use Dr. Whitby’s language), it would 
be sensibly unreasonable that the human nature 
should be rewarded for any of these things. 

According to this doctrine, that creature who 
is evidently set forth in Scripture as the first- 
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born of every creature , as having in all things 
the pre-eminence , and has the highest of all 
creatures in virtue, honour, and worthiness of 
esteem, praise, and glory ; on the account of his 
virtue, is less worthy of reward or praise than the 
very least of saints ; yea, no more worthy than a 
clock or mere machine, that is puiely passive, and 


moved by natural necessity. . 

If we judge by scriptural representations ot 
things, we have reason to suppose that Christ took 
on him our nature, and dwelt with us in this world, 
in a suffering date, not only to satisfy for our sins, 
but that he, being in our nature and circumstances 
and under our trials, might be our most fit and 
proper example, leader, and captain, in the ex 
ercise of glorious and victorious virtue, and might 
be a visible instance of the glorious end and 
reward of it; that we might see in him the beauty, 
amiableness, and true honour and glory, and ex¬ 
ceeding benefit, of that virtue which it is proper 
for us human beings to practise ; and might therein 
learn and be animated, to seek the like glory anc 
honour, and to obtain the like glorious reward. 

See Ileb. ii. 9-14; with v.8, 9 ; and xn. 1, 2, 3 , 
Trihn XV 10; Rom. vni. 1/ ; 2 Tim. n. 11, l^» 
1 Pet ii 19, 20; and iv. 13. But if there was 
nothing of any virtue or merit, or worthiness of 
any reward, glory, praise, or commendation at all, 
in all that he did, because it was all necessary, and 
he could not help it, then how is here anything 
so proper to animate and incite us, free ere, > 
by patient continuance in well-doing, to seek for 

honour, glory, and virtue ? .. . n _i„ asef ] 

God speaks of himself as peculiarly well ^easeri 

with the righteousness of this servant o 
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Isa. xlii. 21 : “The Lord is well pleased for his 
righteousness’ sake.” The sacrifices of old are 
spoken of as a sweet savour to God, but the 
obedience of Christ as far more acceptable than 
they. Ps. xl. 6, 7 : “ Sacrifice and offering thou 
didst not desire; mine ear hast thou opened [as 
thy servant performing willing obedience] : burnt- 
offering and sin-offering hast thou not required. 
Then said I, Lo, I come [as a servant that cheer¬ 
fully answers the calls of his master] : I delight 
to do thy will, O my God, and thy law is within 
my heart.” Matt. xvii. 5: “This is my beloved 
Son, in whom I am well pleased.” And Christ 
tells us expressly, that the Father loves him for 
that wonderful instance of his obedience, his vol¬ 
untary yielding himself to death, in compliance 
with the Father’s command; John x. 17, 18: 
“Therefore doth my Father love me, because I 
lay down my life. No man taketh it from me ; 
but I lay it down of myself. This commandment 
received I of mj r Father.” 

And if there was no merit in Christ’s obedience 
unto death, if it was not worthy of praise and of 
the most glorious rewards, the heavenly hosts were 
exceedingly mistaken, by the account that is given 
of them in Rev. v. 8-12 : “ The four beasts and 
the four and twenty elders fell down before the 
Lamb, having every one of them harps, and golden 
vials full of odours. And they sung a new song, 
saying, Thou art worthy to take the book, and to 
open the seals thereof; for thou wast slain. And 
I beheld, and I heard the voice of many angels 
round about the throne and the beasts and the 
elders': and the number of them was ten thousand 
times *ten thousand, and thousands of thousands; 
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saying with a loud voice. Worthy is the Lamb 
that was slain to receive power, and riches, and 
wisdom, and strength, and honour, and glory, and 

blessing.” 

Christ speaks of the eternal life which he was 
to receive as the reward of his obedience to the 
Father’s commandments; John xii. 49, 50: ‘‘4 
have not spoken of myself; but the Father which 
sent me, he gave me a commandment, what i 
should say, and what I should speak. And I know 
that his commandment is life everlasting : what¬ 
soever I speak, therefore, even as the Father said 
unto to me, so I speak.” God promises to divide 
him a portion with the great, &c„ for his ben 
Ids righteous servant, for his glorious virtue under 

such great trials and afflictions; Isa. lm. • 

« He shall see of the travail of his soul, and be 
satisfied: by his knowledge shall my righteous 
servant justify many; for he shall bear their 
iniquities. Therefore will I divide him a portion 
with the great, and he shall divide the spoil with 
the strong; because he hath poured out his sou 
unto death.” The Scriptures represent God a 
rewarding him far above all his other servants; 
PM? ii 7 8 9d “He took on him the form of a 
servant and was made in the likeness of men : 
and befflg found in fashion as a man, he humbled 

the death of the cross. Wherefore God also hath 

highly exalted him, and given him a “ a J ri 
evfry name.” Ps. xlv. 7: “ Thou lovest ngh eous- 
nessf and hatest wickedness ; therefore God, thy 
God, hath anointed thee with the oil o g ^ 

^There^s no room to pretend that the glonou3 
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benefits bestowed in consequence of Christ’s obe¬ 
dience are not properly of the nature of a reward. 
What is a reward, in the most proper sense, but 
a benefit bestowed in consequence of something 
morally excellent in quality or behaviour, in testi¬ 
mony of well-pleasedness in that moral excellency, 
and respect and favour on that account P If we 
consider the nature of a reward most strictly, and 
make the utmost of it, and add to the things 
contained in this description proper merit or 
worthiness, and the bestowment of the benefit in 
consequence of a promise; still it will be found 
there is nothing belonging to it, but that the 
Scripture is most express as to its belonging to 
the glory bestowed on Christ after his sufferings, 
as appears from what has been already observed : 
there was a glorious benefit bestowed in conse¬ 
quence of something morally excellent, bein<>- 
called Righteousness and Obedience; there was 
great favour, love, and well-pleasedness, for this 
righteousness and obedience, in the bestower ; 
there was proper merit, or worthiness of the 
benefit, in the obedience: it was bestowed in 
fulfilment of promises made to that obedience ; 
and was bestowed therefore , or because he had 
performed that obedience. 

I may add to all these things, that Jesus Christ, 
while here in the flesh, was manifestly in a state 
of trial. The last Adam, as Christ is called 
1 Cor. xv. 45, Rom. v. 14, taking on him the 
human nature, and so the form of a servant, and 
being under the law, to stand and act for us, was 
put into a state of trial, as the first Adam was. 
l)r. Whitby mentions these three things as evi¬ 
dences *of persons being in a state of trial (on the 
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Five Points, pp. 298, 299) : namely, their afflic¬ 
tions being spoken of as their trials or temptations, 
their being the subjects of promises, and their 
being exposed to Satan's temptations. But Christ 
was apparently the subject of each of these. Con¬ 
cerning promises made to him, T have spoken 
already. The difficulties and afflictions he met 
with in the course of his obedience, are called his 
temptations or trials; Luke xxii. 28: “Ye are 
they which have continued with me in my tempta¬ 
tions” [or trials], Ileb. ii. 18: “For in that he 
himself hath suffered, being tempted [or tried], he 
is able to succour them that are tempted.” And 
chap. iv. 15 : “ We have not an high priest which 
cannot be touched with the feeling of our in¬ 
firmities, but was in all points tempted like as 
we are, yet without sin.” And as to his being 
tempted by Satan, it is what none will dispute. 


SECTION III. 

THE CASE OF SUCH AS ARE GIVEN UP OF GOD TO SIN, 
AND OF FALLEN MAN IN GENERAL, PROVES MORAL 
NECESSITY AND INABILITY TO BE CONSISTENT WITH 

BLAMEWORTHINESS. 

Dr Whitby asserts freedom, not only from co- 
action, but necessity, to be essential to anything 
deserving the name of sin, and to an action s cm 0 
culpable , in these words (Discourse on the ive 
Points, edit. 3, p. 348): “ If they be thus neces¬ 
sitated, then neither their sins of omission o 
commission could deserve that name; it being 
essential to the nature of sin, according to • 
Austin's definition, that it be an action d qu 
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liberum est abstinere. Three things seem plainly 
necessary to make an action or omission culpable: 
1. That it be in our power to perform or forbear 
it; for, as Origen and all the fathers say, no man 
is blameworthy for not doing what he could not 
do*” And elsewhere the doctor insists, that 
“ when any do evil of necessity, what they do is 
no vice, that they are guilty of no fault,* are 
worthy of no blame, dispraise,f or dishonour, J 
but are unblamable.” || 

If these things are true, in Dr. Whitby’s sense 
of necessity, they will prove all such to be blame¬ 
less who are given up of God to sin, in what they 
commit after they are thus given up. That there 
is such a thing as men’s being judicially given up 
to sin, is certain, if the Scripture rightly informs 
us, such a thing being often there spoken of; as 
in Ps. lxxxi. 12 : “ So I gave them up to their 
own hearts’ lust, and the}- walked in their own 
counsels.’ , Acts vii. 42 : “Then God turned, and 
gave them up to worship the host of heaven.” 
Pom. i. 24: “ Wherefore God also gave them up 
to unclean ness, through the lusts of their own 
hearts, to dishonour their own bodies between 
themselves.” Y. 26 : “ For this cause God gave 
them up to vile affections.” Y. 28: “And even 
as they did not like to retain God in their know¬ 
ledge, God gave them over to a reprobate mind, 
to do those things that are not convenient.” 

It is needless to stand particularly to inquire 
what God’s giving men up to their own hearts 
lusts signifies: it is sufficient to observe, that 
hereby is certainly meant God’s so ordering or 

* Pi scour se on the Five Points, pp. 347, 360, 361, 377. 

f 303, 326, 329, and many other places. J 371. || 304, 361. 
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disposing things, in some respect or other, either 
by doing or forbearing to do, as that the conse¬ 
quence should be men's continuing in their sins, 
bo much as men are given up to, so much is the 
consequence of their being given up, whether that 
be less or more. If God does not order things so, 
by action or permission, that sin will be the con¬ 
sequence, then the event proves that they are not 
given up to that consequence. If good be the 
consequence, instead of evil, then God's mercy is 
to be acknowledged in that good; which mercy 
must be contrary to God's judgment in giving up 
to evil. If the event must prove that they are 
(r iven up to evil as the consequence, then the 
persons who are the subjects of this judgment must 
be the subjects of such an event, and so the event 

is necessary. , . . n 

If not only coaction , but all necessity , will 

prove men blameless, then Judas was blameless, 

after Christ had given him over, and had already 

declared his certain damnation, and that he should 

verily betray him. He was guilty of no sin m 

betraving his Master, on this supposition ; though 

his so dofng is spoken of by Christ as the most 

•.o oravated sin, more heinous than the sin of Pilate 

in crucifying him. And the Jews m Egypt, m 

Jeremiah’s time, were guilty of 

worshipping the true God, after God had sworn 

by his great name, that his name should b ® J ° 

jliore named in the mouth of any man of Judah, in 

all the land of Egypt.” J er -* liv - 2( 3- _ n qq 2 
Dr. Whitby (Disc, on the Five Points, pp.JO 

303) denies that men, in this world, are ev 
.riven up by God to sin, that their wills shotildb 

necessarily determined to evil; though 
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that hereby it may become exceeding difficult for 
men to do good, having a strong bent and powerful 
inclination to what is evil. But if we should allow 
the case to be just as he represents, the judgment 
of giving up to 6in will no better agree with his 
notions of that liberty which is essential to praise 
or blame, than if we should suppose it to render 
the avoiding of sin impossible. For if an impos¬ 
sibility of avoiding sin wholly excuses a man, 
then, for the same reason, its being difficult to 
avoid it excuses him in part, and this just in pro¬ 
portion to the degree of difficulty. If the influence 
of moral impossibility or inability be the same, to 
excuse persons in not doing, or not avoiding any¬ 
thing, as that of natural inability (which is sup¬ 
posed), then undoubtedly, in like manner, moral diffi¬ 
culty has the same influence to excuse with natural 
difficulty. But all allow that natural impossibility 
wholly excuses, and also that natural difficulty 
excuses in part, and makes the act or omission 
less blamable in proportion to the difficulty. All 
natural difficulty , according to the plainest dic¬ 
tates of the light of nature, excuses in some degree, 
so that the neglect is not so blamable, as if there 
had been no difficulty in the case : and so the 
greater the difficulty is, still the more excusable, 
in proportion to the increase of the difficulty. And 
as natural impossibility wholly excuses and excludes 
all blame, so the nearer the difficulty approaches 
to impossibility, still the nearer a person is to 
blamelessness in proportion to that approach. And 
if the case of moral impossibility or necessity be 
just the same with natural necessity or coaction, 
as to influence to excuse a neglect, then also, for 
the saine reason, the case of natural difficulty does 
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not differ in influence, to excuse a neglect, from 
moral difficulty, arising from a strong bias or bent 
to evil, such as Dr. Whitby owns in the case of 
those that are given up to their own hearts’ lusts. 
So that the fault of such persons must be lessened, 
in proportion to the difficulty, and approach to 
impossibility. If ten degrees of moral difficulty 
make the action quite impossible, and so wholly 
excuse, then if there be nine degrees of difficulty, 
the person is in great part excused, and is 
degrees in ten less blameworthy than if there had 
been no difficulty at all; and he has but one 
degree of blameworthiness. The reason’ 

by antecedent bent and bias on the will, is mcreascd ' 
liberty of indifference, and self-determination, in 
the will, is diminished: so much hmderance and 
impediment is there in the way of the will s acting 
freely, by mere self-determination. And it ten 
degrees of such hinderance take away all such 
liberty, then nine degrees take away nine parts in 
ten, and leave but one degree of liberty. An 
therefore there is but one degree of blamableness, 
cceteris paribus , in the neglect; the man being no 
further blamable in what he does or neglects than 
he has liberty in that affair : for blame or praise 
(say they) arises wholly from a good use or abuse 

° f Frmn all which it follows, that a strong bent and 
bias one way, and difficulty of going the con T & T J> 
never causes a person to be at all more expose o 
sin, or anything blamable : because, as the 
culty is increased, so much the less is require an 
expected. Though in one respect exposednfcss to 
sin or fault is increased, viz., by an increase 
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exposedness to the evil action or omission, yet 
it is diminished in another respect to balance it, 
namely, as the sinfulness or blamableness of the 
action or omission is diminished in the same 
proportion. So that, on the whole, the affair, 
as to exposedness to guilt or blame, is left just 
as it was. 

To illustrate this, let us suppose a scale of a 
balance to be intelligent, and a free agent, and 
indued with a self-moving power, by virtue of 
which it could act and produce effects to a certain 
degree, ex. gr., to move itself up or down with 
a force equal to a weight of ten pounds ; and 
that it might therefore be required of it, in 
ordinary circumstances, to move itself down with 
that force; for which it has power and full 
liberty, and therefore would be blameworthy if 
it failed of it. But then let us suppose a weight 
of ten pounds to be put in the opposite scale, 
which in force entirely counterbalances its self- 
moving power, and so renders it impossible for 
it to move down at all; and therefore wholly 
excuses it from any such motion. But if we 
suppose there to be only nine pounds in the 
opposite scale, this renders its motion not impos¬ 
sible, but yet more difficult; so that it can now 
only move down with the force of one pound : but, 
however, this is all that is required of it under 
these circumstances; it is wholly excused from 
nine parts of its motion : and if the scale, under 
these circumstances, neglects to move, and remains 
at rest, all that it will be blamed for, will be its 
neglect of that one-tenth part of its motion; 
which' it had as much liberty and advantage for, 
as in usual circumstances it has for the greater 
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motion which in such a case would be required. 
So that this new difficulty does not at all increase 
its exposedness to anything blameworthy. 

And thus the very supposition of difficulty in 
the way of a man’s duty , or proclivity to sin, 
through a being given up to hardness of heart, or 
indeed by any other means whatsoever, is an in¬ 
consistency, according to Dr. Whitby’s notions of 
liberty, virtue and vice, blame and praise. 1 e 
avoiding sin and blame, and the doing w at is 
virtuous and praiseworthy, must be always 

eq jDr 1 Vhitby’s notions of liberty, obligation, vir¬ 
tue, sin, &c„ lead him into another great incon¬ 
sistence! He abundantly insists, that necessity is 
inconsistent with the nature of sin or fault. He 
says, in the fore-mentioned treatise, p. 14, Who can 
blame a person for doing what he could not help ? 
And p 15, It being sensibly unjust to punish 
any man for doing that which icas never in his 
power to avoid. And in p. 341, to confirm his 
opinion, he quotes one of the fathers, saying, W hy 
doth God command, if man hath not free wilt 
and power to obey ? And again, in the same and 
the next page, Who will not cry out, that it is 
folly to command him that hath not libeity to 
what is commanded; and that it is unjust to 
condemn him that has it not m his power to do 
what is required ? And in p. 373, he cites a.no er, 
saying, A law is given to him that cam turn o 
both parts, .i.e., obey or transgress it; but no taw 
can be against him who is bound by nature. 

And yet the same Dr. Whitby asserts, a 
fallen man is not able to perform perfect obedience. 
In p. 165, he has these words: “The nature o 
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Adam had power to continue innocent and with¬ 
out sin ; whereas it is certain our nature never had 
so.” But if we have not power to continue inno¬ 
cent and without sin, then sin is inconsistent with 
necessity, and we may be sinful in that which we 
have not power to avoid; and those things cannot 
be true, which he asserts elsewhere, namely, ‘‘ That 
if we be necessitated, neither sins of omission nor 
commission would deserve that name ” (p. 348). 
If we have it not in our power to be innocent, 
then we have it not in our power to be blameless; 
and if so, we are under a necessity of being blame¬ 
worthy. And how does this consist with what he 
so often asserts, that necessity is inconsistent with 
blame or praise P If we have it not in our power 
to perform perfect obedience to all the commands 
of God, then we are under a necessity of breaking 
some commands, in some degree; having no power 
to perform so much as is commanded. *And if so, 
why does he cry out of the unreasonableness and 

folly of commanding beyond what men have power 
to do ? 

And Arminians in general are very inconsistent 
with themselves in what they say of the inability 
of fallen man in this respect. They strenuously 
maintain, that it would be unj ust in God to require 
anything of us beyond our present power and 
ability to perform; and also hold, that we are 
now unable to perform perfect obedience, and that 
Christ died to satisfy for the imperfections of our 
obedience, and has made wa}', that our imperfect 
obedience might be accepted instead of perfect; 
wherein they seem insensibly to run themselves 
into the grossest inconsistence. For (as I have 
observed elsewhere), “they hold, that God, in 
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mercy to mankind, has abolished that rigorous 
constitution or law that they were under originally; 
and instead of it, has introduced a more mild con¬ 
stitution, and put us under a new law, which re¬ 
quires no more than imperfect sincere obedience, 
in compliance with our poor, infirm, impotent 

circumstances since the fall.” 

Now, how can these things he made consistent. 

I would ask, what law these imperfections o1 our 
obedience are a breach of? If they are a breach 
of no law that we were ever under, then they are 
not sins. And if they be not sins what need of 
Christ’s dying to satisfy for them ? But if thej 
are sins and the breach of some law, what law is 
it? They cannot be a breach of their new law; 
for that requires no other than imperfect obedience, 
or obedience with imperfections: and therefore to 
have obedience attended with imperfections, is no 
breach of it; for it is as much as it requires. And 
they cannot be a breach of their old law; for that, 
they say, is entirely abolished; and we never were 
under it. They say it would not be just in God to 
require of us perfect obedience, because it would 
not be just to require more than we can perform, 
or to punish us for failing of it. And, therefore, 
by their own scheme, the imperfections of our 
obedience do not deserve to be punished. What 
need, therefore, of Christ’s dying to satisfy for 
them ? What need of his suffering, to satisfy lor 
that which is no fault , an d in its own nature _ e 
serves no suffering ? What need of Christ s dying 
to purchase, that our imperfect obedience shouta 
be accepted, when, according to their scheme, i 
would be unjust in itself, that any other obedience 
xk a /wi st/v *■//) n / oVvaii lrl -rpmiired. P YVbat HGGu 
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of Christ's dying to make way for God's accepting 
such an obedience as it would be unjust in him not 
to accept ? Is there any need of Christ's dying to 
prevail with God not to do unrighteously ? If it 
be said, that Christ died to satisfy that old law for 
us, that so we might not be under it, but that there 
might be room for our being under a more mild 
law; still I would inquire, what need of Christ’s 
dying, that we might not be under, a law, which 
(by their principles) it would be in itself unjust 
that we should be under, whether Christ had died 
or no, because, in our present state, we are not 
able to keep it ? 

So the Arminians are inconsistent with them¬ 
selves, not only in what they say of the need of 
Christ's satisfaction to atone for those imperfections 
which we cannot avoid, but also in what they say 
of the grace of God, granted to enable men to 
perform the sincere obedience of the new law. 
“I grant (says Dr. Stebbing*) indeed, that by 
reason of original sin, we are utterly disabled for 
the performance of the condition, without new 
grace from God. But I say then, that he gives 
such a grace to all of us, by which the perform¬ 
ance of the condition is truly possible: and upon 
this ground he may and doth most righteously re¬ 
quire it." If Dr. Stebbing intends to speak 
properly, by grace he must mean, that assistance 
which is of grace, or of free favour and kindness. 
But yet in the same place he speaks of it as very 
unreasonable , unjust , and cruel , for God to require 
that, as the condition of pardon, that is become 
impossible by original sin. If it be so, what grace 
is ther.e in giving assistance and ability to perform 

* Treatise of the Operations of the Spirit 2 edit pp. 112, 113. 
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the condition of pardon ? Or why is that called 
by the name of grace, that is an absolute debt, 
which God is bound to bestow, and which it would 
be unjust and cruel in him to withhold, seeing he 
requires that, as the condition of pardon , which 
he cannot perform without it ? 

. SECTION IV. 

COMMAND AND OBLIGATION TO OBEDIENCE CONSISTENT 

WITH MORAL INABILITY TO OBEY. 

It being so much insisted on by Arminian writers, 
that necessity is inconsistent with law or com¬ 
mand, and particularly, that it is absurd to 
suppose God by his command should require that 
of men which they are unable to do; not allow¬ 
ing in this case for any difference that there is 
between natural and moral inability: I would 
therefore now particularly consider this matter. 

And, for the greater clearness, I would dis¬ 
tinctly lay down the following things. 

I. The will itself, and not only those actions 
which are the effects of the will, is the proper 
object of precept or command. This is, such 
or such a state or acts of men’s wills is in many 
cases properly required of them by commands ; 
and not only those alterations in the state ol 
their bodies or minds that are the consequences 
of volition. This is most manifest: for it is the 
soul only that is properly and directly the sub¬ 
ject of precepts or commands ; that only being 
capable of receiving or perceiving commands. 
The motions or state of the body are master ol 
command, only as they are subject to the soul. 
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and connected with its acts. But now the soul 
has no other faculty whereby it can, in the most 
direct and proper sense, consent, yield to, or 
comply with, any command, but the faculty of 
the will; and it is by this faculty only, that the 
soul can directly disobey, or refuse compliance ; 
for the very notions of consenting , yielding , ac¬ 
cepting , complying , refusing , rejecting , &c., are, ac¬ 
cording to the meaning of the terms, nothing but 
certain acts of the will. Obedience, in the primary 
nature of it, is the submitting and yielding of 
the will of one to the will of another. Dis¬ 
obedience is the not consenting, not complying 
of the will of the commanded to the manifested 
will of the commander. Other acts that are not 
the acts of the will, as certain motions of the 
body and alterations in the soul, are obedience 
or disobedience only indirectly, as they are con¬ 
nected with the state or actions of the will, 
according to an established law of nature. So 
that it is manifest, the will itself may be required: 
and the being of a good will is the most proper, 
direct, and immediate subject of command ; and 
if this cannot be prescribed or required by com¬ 
mand or precept, nothing can ; for other things 
can be required no otherwise than as they depend 
upon, and are the fruits of, a good will. 

Corol. 1. If there be several acts of the will, 
or a series of acts, one following another, and 
one the effect of another, the first and determining 
act is properly the subject of command, and not 
only the consequent acts, which are dependent 
upon it. Yea, it is this more especially which 
is that which command or precept has a proper 
respect to ; because it is this act that determines 
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the whole affair: in this act the obedience or 
disobedience lies, in a peculiar manner ; the con¬ 
sequent acts being all subject to it, and governed 
and determined by it. This determining govern¬ 
ing act must be the proper object of precept. 


or none. 

Corol. 2. It also follows, from what has been 
observed, that if there be any sort of act or 
exertion of the soul, prior to all free acts of the 
will or acts of choice in the case, directing and 
determining what the acts of the will shall e, 
that act or exertion of the soul cannot proper y 
be subject to any command or precept m any 
respect whatsoever, either directly or indirectly, 
immediately or remotely. Such acts cannot be 
subject to commands directly , because they are no 
acts of the will; being by the supposition prior to 
all acts of the will, determining and giving rise 
to all its acts: they not being acts ol the will, 
there can be in them no consent to, or compliance 
with any command. Neither can they be subject 
to command or precept indirectly or remotely; for 
they are not so much as the effects or consequences 
of the will, being prior to all its acts. _ So that if 
there be any obedience in that original act of 
the soul, determining all volitions, it is an act 
of obedience wherein the will has no concern 
at all; it preceding every act of will. And, 
therefore, if the soul either obeys or disobeys in 
this act, it is wholly involuntarily ; there is no 
willing obedience or rebellion, no compliance or 
opposition of the will in the affair : and wha 

sort of obedience or rebellion is this ? f 

And thus the Arminian notion of the freed.om 
of the will consisting in the soul s determining 
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its own acts of will, instead of being essential 
to moral agency, and to men’s being the subjects 
of moral government, is utterly inconsistent 
with it. For if the soul determines all its acts of 
will, it is therein subject to no command or moral 
government, as has been now observed; because 
its original determining act is no act of will or 
choice, it being prior, by the supposition, to 
every act of will. And the soul cannot be the 
subject of command in the act of the will itself, 
which depends on the foregoing determining act, 
and is determined by it; inasmuch as this is 
necessary, being the necessary consequence and 
effect of that prior determining act, which is not 
voluntary. Nor can the man be the subject of 
command or government in his external actions ; 
because these are all necessary, being the necessary 
effects of the acts of the will themselves. So that 
mankind, according to this scheme, are subjects 
of command or moral government in nothing at 
all; and all their moral agency is entirely ex¬ 
cluded, and no room for virtue or vice in the 
• world. 

So that it is the Arminian scheme, and not 
the scheme of the Calvinists, that is utterly in¬ 
consistent with moral government, and with all 
use of laws, precepts, prohibitions, promises, or 
threatenings. Neither is there any way what¬ 
soever to make their principles consist with these 
things. For if it be said, that there is no prior 
determining act of the soul, preceding the acts 
of the will, but that volitions are events that 
come to pass by pure accident, without any de¬ 
termining cause, this is most palpably inconsistent 
with* all use of laws and precepts; for nothing 
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is more plain than that laws can be of no use to 
direct and regulate perfect accident: which, by 
the supposition of its being pure accident, is in 
no case regulated by anything preceding; but 
happens, this way or that, perfectly by chance, 
without any cause or rule. The perfect useless¬ 
ness of laws and precepts also follows from the 
Arminian notion of indifference, as essential, to 
that liberty which is requisite to virtue or vice- 
For the end of laws is to bind to one side; and 


the end of commands is to turn the will one way : 
and therefore they are of no use unless they turn 
or bias the will that way. But if liberty consists 
in indifference, then their biassing the wiJi one 
way only, destroys liberty ; as it puts the will out 
of equilibrium. So that the will, having a bias, 
through the influence of binding law, laid upon it, 
is not wholly left to itself, to determine itselt 
which way it will, without influence from without. 

II. Having shown that the will itself, especially 
in those acts which are original, leading and deter¬ 
mining in any case, is the proper subject of precept 
and command, and not only those alterations in- 
the body, &c., which are the effects of the will; I 
now proceed, in the second place, to observe, that 
the very opposition or defect of the will itself, m 
that act which is its original and determining 
act in the case; I say, the will's opposition in this 
act to a thing proposed or commanded or its tail¬ 
ing of compliance, implies a moral inability to tna 
thing: or, in other words, whenever a comman 
requires a certain state or act of the will, and the 
person commanded, notwithstanding the comman 
and the circumstances under which it is exhibited, 
still finds his will opposite or wanting, in'* that, 
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belonging to its state or acts, which is original and 
determining in the affair , that man is morally unable 
to obey that command. 

This is manifest from what was observed in the 
first part concerning the nature of moral inability, 
as distinguished from natural: where it was ob¬ 
served, that a man may then be said to be morally 
unable to do a thing, when he is under the influ¬ 
ence or prevalence of a contrary inclination ; or 
has a want of inclination, under such circumstances 
and views. It is also evident, from what has been 
before proved, that the will is alwaj^s, and in everv 
individual act, necessarily determined by the 
strongest motive; and so is always unable to go 
against the motive, which, all things considered, 
has now the greatest strength and advantage to 
move the will. But not further to insist on these 
things, the truth of the position now laid down, 
viz., that when the will is opposite to , or failing of 
a compliance with a thing in its original determin¬ 
ing inclination or act , it is not able to comply, 
appears by the consideration of these two things. 

1. The will in the time of that diverse or opposite 
leading act or inclination, and when actually under 
the influence of it, is not able to exert itself to the 
contrary, to make an alteration, in order to a com¬ 
pliance. The inclination is unable to change itself; 
and that for this plain reason, that it is unable to 
incline to change itself. Present choice cannot at 
present choose to be otherwise: for that would be at 
present to choose something diverse from what is at 
present chosen. If the will, all things now con¬ 
sidered, inclines or chooses to go that way ; then it 
cannot choose, all things now considered, to go the 
other* way, and so cannot choose to be made to tro 
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the other way. To suppose that the mind is now 
sincerely inclined to change itself to a different 
inclination, is to suppose the mind is now truly 
inclined otherwise than it is now inclined. The 
will may oppose some future remote act that it is 
exposed to, but not its own present act. 

2. As it is impossible that the will should com¬ 
ply with the thing commanded, with respect to its 
leading act, by any act of its own, in the time of 
that diverse or opposite leading and original act, or 
after it has actually come under the influence ot 
that determining choice or inclination; so it is im¬ 
possible it should be determined to a compliance 
by any foregoing act; for, by the very supposition, 
there is no foregoing act; the opposite or non¬ 
complying act being that act which is original and 
determining in the case. Therefore it must be so, 
that if this first determining act be found non-com¬ 
plying, on the proposal of the command, the mind 
is morally unable to obey. For to suppose it to be 
able to obey, is to suppose it to be able to deter¬ 
mine and cause its first determining act to be other¬ 
wise, and that it has power better to govern and 
regulate its first governing and regulating act, which 
is absurd; for it is to suppose a prior act of the 

will, determining its first ^ermmm 

an act prior to the first, and leading and governing 

the original and governing act of all; which is a 

contradiction. , , , . j 

Here if it should be said, that although t e m 

has not any ability to will contrary to what; 1 oe 
will, in the original and leading act oi the w , 
because there is supposed to be no prior ac 
determine and order it otherwise, and the w 
cannot immediately change itself, because it can- 
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not at present incline to a change; yet, the 
mind has an ability for the present to forbear to 
proceed to action, and taking time for delibera¬ 
tion ; which may be an occasion of the change of 
the inclination. 

I answer, (1.) In this objection that seems to be 
forgotten which was observed before, viz., that 
the determining to take the matter into considera¬ 
tion, is itself an act of the will; and if this be all 
the act wherein the mind exercises ability and 
freedom, then this, by the supposition, must be all 
that can be commanded or required by precept. 
And if this act be the commanding act, then all 
that has been observed concerning the commanding 
act of the will remains true, that the very want 
of it is a moral inability to exert it, &c. (2.) We 

are speaking concerning the first and leading act 
of the will in the case, or about the affair; and it 
a determining to deliberate, or, on the contrary, to 
proceed immediately without deliberating, be the 
first and leading act; or whether it be or no, if 
there be another act before it, which determines 
that; or whatever be the original and leading act; 
still, the foregoing proofs stands good, that the 
non-compliance of the leading act implies moral 
inability to comply. 

If it should be objected, that these things make 
all moral inability equal, and suppose men morally 
unable to will otherwise than they actually do will, 
in all cases, and equally so in every instance; 

In answer to this objection, I desire two things 
may be observed. First , That if by being equally 
unable be meant as really unable; then, so far as 
the inability is merely moral, it is true, the will, 
in every instance, acts by moral necessity, and is 
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morally unable to act otherwise, as truly and 
properly in one case as another; as, I humbly 
conceive, has been perfectly and abundantly de¬ 
monstrated by what has been said in the preceding 
part of this essay. But yet, in some respect, the 
inability may be' said to be greater in some in¬ 
stances than others: though the man may be 
truly unable (if moral inability can truly be called 
inability), yet he may be further from being able 
to do some things than others; as it is in things 
which men are naturally unable to do. . A person 
whose strength is no more than sufficient to lift 
the weight of one hundred pounds is as truly and 
really unable to lift one hundred and one pounds 

as ten thousand pounds ; but yet he is furt ^' r 
from being able to lift the latter weight than the 
former; and so, according to common use ot 
speech, has a greater inability for it. So it is m 
moral inability. A man is truly morally unable 
to choose contrary to a present inclination, which 
in the least degree prevails; or, contrary to that 
motive which, all things considered has strength 
and advantage now to move the will, m the least 
tleeree superior to all other motives in view: but 
yet he’ is P further from ability to resist a very 
strong habit, and a violent and deepiy-rooted in¬ 
clination, or a motive vastly exceeding all others 
in strength And again, the inability may, in 
"me respects, be called greater in some instances 
t ban others, as it may be more general snAexter- 
sive to all acts of that kind. So, men may be said 
to be unable in a different sense, and to be further 
from moral ability, who have that moral inability 
which is general and habitual, than they w 
have only that inability which is occasional and 
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particular.* Thus, in cases of natural inability; 
he that is born blind may be said to be unable to 
see, in a different manner, and is, in some respects, 
further from being able to see than he whose si°*ht 
is hindered by a transient cloud or mist. ° 

And besides, that which was observed in the 
first part of this discourse, concerning the inability 
which attends a strong and settled habit, should be 
here remembered; viz., that fixed habit is attended 
with this peculiar moral inability, by which it 
is distinguished from occasional volition, namely, 
that endeavours to avoid future volitions of that 
kind, which are agreeable to such a habit, much 
more frequently and commonly prove vain and 
insufficient. For though it is impossible there 
should be any true sincere desires and endeavours 
against a present volition or choice, yet there may 
be against volitions of that kind, when viewed at 
a distance. A person may desire and use means 
to prevent future exercises of a certain inclination • 
and, in order to it, may wish the habit might be 
removed; but his desires and endeavours may be 
ineffectual. The man may be said in some sense 
to be unable; yea, even as the word unable is a 
relative term, and has relation to ineffectual en¬ 
deavours; yet not with regard to present, but 
remote endeavours. 

Secondly, It must be borne in mind, according 
to what was observed before, that indeed no us¬ 
ability whatsoever, which is merely moral is 
properly called by the name of inability • ’and 
that, in the strictest propriety of speech, a man 
may be said to have a thing in his power, if he 

J t See. this distinction of moral inability explained in Part I. 
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has it at his election; and he cannot be said to 
be unable to do a thing, when he can, if he now 
pleases, or whenever he has a proper, direct, and 
immediate desire for it. As to those desires and 
endeavours that may be against the exercises of a 
strong habit, with regard to which men may be 
said to be unable to avoid those exercises, they are 
remote desires and endeavours in two respects. 
First , as to time: they are never against present 
volitions, but only against volitions of such a kind, 
when viewed at a distance. Secondly , as to their 
nature : these opposite desires are not directly and 
properly against the habit and inclination itself, 
or the volitions in which it is exercised; for these, 
in themselves considered, are agreeable; but 
against something else that attends them, or is 
their consequence: the opposition of the mind is 
levelled entirely against this; the inclination 01 
volitions themselves are not at all opposed directly, 
and for their own sake; but only indirectly and 
remotely, on the account of something alien and 


foreign. 

III. Though the opposition of the will itself, or 
the very want, of will, to a thing commanded, 
implies a moral inability to that thing; yet, if it 
be, as has been already shown, that the being of 
a good state or act of will, is a thing mos pro¬ 
perly required by command; then, m some cases, 
such a state or act of will may properl}’ be require , 
which at present is not, and which may also 0 
wanting after it is commanded. And therefore 
‘hose things may properly be commanded, whic 

lien have a moral inability for. r . . 

Such a state, or act, of the will may be require 
)y command as does not already exist. Tor 1 
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that volition only may be commanded to be which 
already .is, there could be no use of precept; 
commands in all cases would be perfectly vain and 
impertinent. And not only may such a will be 
required, as is wanting before the command is given, 
but also such as may possibly be wanting after¬ 
wards ; such as the exhibition of the command 


may not be effectual to produce or excite. Other¬ 
wise, no such thing as disobedience to a proper 
and rightful command is possible in any case: 
and there is no case supposable or possible wherein 
there can be an inexcusable or faulty disobedience. 
Which Arminians cannot affirm, consistently with 
their principles: for this makes obedience to just 
and proper commands always necessary, and dis¬ 
obedience impossible. And so the Arminian would 


overthrow himself, yielding the very point we are 
upon, which he so strenuously denies, viz., that 
law and command are consistent with necessity. 

^ that inability will excuse disobedience, 

which is implied in the opposition or defect of 
inclination remaining after the command is ex¬ 
hibited, then wickedness alwa 3 r s carries that in it 
which excuses it. It is evermore so, that by how 
much the more wickedness there is in a man’s 
heart, by so much is his inclination to evil the 


stronger, and by so much the more, therefore, has 
he of moral inability to the good required. Ilis 
moral inability, consisting in the strength of his 
evil inclination, is the very thing wherein his 
wickedness consists: and yet, according to Ar¬ 
minian ^ principles, it must be a thing inconsistent 
with, wickedness ; and by how much the more he 

lias of it, by so much is he the further from 
wickedness. 
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Therefore, on the whole, it is manifest,, that 
moral inability alone (which consists in disincli¬ 
nation) never renders anything improperly the 
subject matter of precept or command, and never 
can excuse any person in disobedience or want of 

comformitv to a command. 

Natural inability, arising from the want of 
natural capacity, or external hinderance (which 
alone is properly called inability), without doubt 
wholly excuses, or makes a thing improperly the 
matter of command. If men are excused from 
doing or acting any good thing, supposed to e 
commanded, it must be through some defect or 
obstacle that is not in the will itself, but intrinsic 
to it; either in the capacity of understanding, or 
body, or outward circumstances. 

Here two or three things may be observed : 

1. As to spiritual duties or acts, or any good 
thino* in the state or imminent acts of the will 
itself or of the affections (which are only certain 
modes of the exercise of the will), if persons are 
iustlv excused, it must be through want ot 
capacity in the natural faculty of understanding. 
Thus, the same spiritual duties or holy affections 
and exercises of heart, cannot be required of men 
as may be of angels ; the capacity ot understand¬ 
ing being so much inferior. So, men cannot be 
required to love those amiable persons whom the) 
have had no opportunity to see, or hear of, or come 
to the knowledge of, in any way agreeable to ie 
natural state and capacity of the human under¬ 
standing. But the insufficiency of motives will 
not excuse; unless their being insufficient arn.es 
not from the moral state of the will or inclina ion 
itself, but from the state of the natural understand- 
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ing. The great kindness and generosity of another 
may be a motive insufficient to excite gratitude in 
the person that receives the kindness, through his 
vile and ungrateful temper: in this case, the 
insufficiency of the motive arises from the state of 
the will or inclination of heart, and does not at all 
excuse. But if this generosity is not sufficient to 
excite gratitude, being unknown, there being no 
means of information adequate to the state and 
measure of the person’s faculties, this insufficiency 
is attended with a natural inability, which entirely 
excuses. 

2. As to such notions of body, or exercises and 
alterations of mind, which do not consist in the 
imminent acts or state of the will itself, but are 
supposed to be required as effects of the will; I 
say, in such supposed effects of the will, in cases 
wherein there is no want of a capacity of under¬ 
standing, that inability, and that only, excuses, 
which consists in want of connection between them 
and the will. If the will fully complies, and the 
proposed effect does not prove, according to the laws 
of nature, to be connected with his volition, the 
man is perfectly excused: he has a natural in¬ 
ability to the thing required. For the will itself, 
as has been observed, is all that can be directly 
and immediately required by command ; and other 
things only indirectly, as connected with the will. 
If, therefore, there be a full compliance of will, 
the person has done his duty; and if other things 

do not prove to be connected with his volition, that 
is not owing to him. 

3. Both these kinds of natural inability that have 
been mentioned, and so all inability that excuses, 
may be resolved into one thing; namely, want of 
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natural capacity or strength; either capacity of 
understanding, or external strength. For when 
there are external defects and obstacles, they 
would be no obstacles, were it not for the im¬ 
perfection and limitations of understanding and 
strGD o*th. 

Corol. If things for which men have a moral 
inability may properly be the matter of precept or 
command, then they may also of invitation and 
counsel. Commands and invitations come very 
much to the same thing; the difference is only 
circumstantial: commands are as much a mani¬ 
festation of the will of him that speaks, as in 
vitations, and as much testimonies of expectation 
of compliance. The difference between them lies 
in nothing that touches the affair m hand. Xhe 
main difference between command and invitation 
consists in the enforcement of the will of him who 
commands or invites. In the latter it is his 
kindness , the goodness which his will arises from : 
in the former it is his authority. But whatever 
be the ground of the will of him that speaks, or 
the enforcement of what he says, yet seeing neither 
his will nor expectation is any more testified m 
the one case than the other, therefore a persons 
being directed by invitation, is no more an evidence 
of insincerity in him that directs in manifesting 
either a will or expectation which he has not, than 
his being known to be morally unable to do w a 
he is directed to by command. So that all this 
grand objection of Arminians against the mabi 1 y 
of fallen men to exert faith in Christ, or to per¬ 
form other spiritual gospel duties, from the, sin 
cerity of God’s counsels and invitations, must e 
without force. 
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SECTION V. 

THAT SINCERITY OF DESIRES AND ENDEAVOURS, WHICH 
IS SUPPOSED TO EXCUSE IN THE NON-PERFORMANCE 
OF THINGS IN THEMSELVES GOOD, PARTICULARLY 
CONSIDERED. 

It is what is much insisted on by many, that some 
men, though they are not able to perform spiritual 
duties, such as repentance of sin, love to God, a 
cordial acceptance of Christ as exhibited and 
offered in the gospel, &c., yet they may sincerely 
desire and endeavour these things, and therefore 
must be excused ; it being unreasonable to blame 
them for the omission of those things which they 
sincerely desired and endeavour to do, but can¬ 
not do. 

Concerning this matter, the following things 
may be observed: 

1. What is here supposed, is a great mistake, 
and gross absurdity ; even that men may sincerely 
choose and desire those spiritual duties of love, 
acceptance, choice, rejection, &c., consisting in the 
exercise of the will itself, or in the disposition and 
inclination of the heart; and yet not be able to 
perform or exert them. This is absurd, because it 
is absurd to suppose that a man should directly, 
properly, and sincerely incline to have an inclina¬ 
tion, which at the same time is contrary to his 
inclination; for that is to suppose him not to be in¬ 
clined to that which he is inclined to. If a man 
in the state and acts of his will and inclination 
does properly and directly fall in with those duties 
he therein performs them: for the duties them¬ 
selves* consist in that very thing; they consist in 
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the state and acts of the will being 1 so formed 
and directed. If the soul properly and sincerely 
falls in with a certain proposed act of will or choice, 
the soul therein makes that choice its own. Even 
as when a moving body falls in with a proposed 
direction of its motion, that is the same thing as 
to move in that direction. 

2. That which is called a desire and willingness 
for those inward duties, in such as do not perform, 
has respect to these duties only indirectly and 
remotel} 7- , and is improperly represented as a 
willingness for them ; not only because (as was 
observed before) it respects those good volitions 
only in a distant view, and with respect to future 
time ; but also because evermore, not these things 
themselves, but something else, that is alien and 
foreign, is the object that terminates these voh- 

tions and desires. 

A drunkard, who continues in his drunkenness, 
being under the power of a love and violent 
appetite to strong drink, and without any love to 
virtue, but being also extremely covetous and close, 
and very much exercised and grieved at the dimi¬ 
nution of his estate, and prospect of poverty, may 
in a sort desire the virtue of temperance ; and 
though his present will is to gratify Ins extravagant 
appetite, yet he may wish he had a heart to forbear 
future acts of intemperance, and forsake his 
excesses, through an unwillingness to part wit 
his money: but still he goes on with his drimken- 
ness ; his wishes and endeavours are insumcien 
and ineffectual: such a man has no proper, direct, 
sincere willingness to forsake his vice, and the 
vicious deeds which belong to it; for he acts volun¬ 
tarily in continuing to drink to excess : his desnu 
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is very improperly called a willingness to be tem¬ 
perate ; it is no true desire of that virtue, for it is 
not that virtue that terminates his wishes, nor have 
they any direct respect at all to it. It is only tlte 
saving his money, and avoiding poverty, that 
terminates and exhausts the whole strength of his 
desire. The virtue of temperance is regarded onlj' 
very indirectly and improperly, even as a necessary 
means of gratifying the vice of covetousness. 

So, a man of an exceeding corrupt and wicked 
heart, who has no love to God and Jesus Christ, 
but, on the contrary, being very profanely and 
carnally inclined, has the greatest distaste of the 
things of religion, and enmity against them ; yet 
being of a family that, from one generation to 
another, have most of them died in youth, of an 
hereditary consumption ; and so having little hope 
of living long, and having been instructed in the 
necessity of a supreme love to Christ, and gratitude 
for his death and sufferings, in order to his salva¬ 
tion from eternal misery ; if, under these circum¬ 
stances, he should, through fear of eternal torments, 
wish he had such a disposition, but his profane and 
carnal heart remaining, he continues still in his 
habitual distaste of, and enmity to, God and reli¬ 
gion, and wholly without any exercise of that love 
and gratitude (as doubtless the very devils them¬ 
selves, notwithstanding all the devilishness of their 
temper, would wish for a holy heart, if by that 
means they could get out of hell) : in this case, 
there is no sincere willingness to love Christ, and 
choose him as his chief good : these holy disposi¬ 
tions and exercises are not £*t all the direct object 
of ttie will; they truly share no part of the inclina¬ 
tion dr desire of the soul; but all is terminated on 



241 WHAT SINCERITY OF ENDEAVOURS Part ITT. 


deliverance from torment: and these graces and 
pious volitions, notwithstanding this forced consent, 
are looked upon undesirable ; as when a sick man 
desires a dose he greatly abhors, to save his life. 

From these things it appears : 

3. That this indirect willingness, which has been 
spoken of, is not that exercise of. the will which 
the command requires, but is entirely a different 
one ; being a volition of a different nature, an 
terminated altogether on different objects; whol } 
falling short of that virtue of will which the com¬ 
mand has respect to. 

4 This other volition, which has only some 

indirect concern with the duty required cannot 
excuse for the want of that good will itself which 
is commanded ; being not the thing which answers 
and fulfils the command, and being wholly destitute 
of the virtue which the command seeks. 

Further to illustrate this matter. If a child has 
a most excellent father, that has ever treated him 
with fatherly kindness and tenderness, and has 

every way, in the highest degree, merited his love 

and dutiful regard, being whhal very wealthy, 

hut the son is of so vile a disposition, that he in- 
vet erately hates his father, and yet, apprehending 
Sat his hatred of him is like to prove his rum, 
by bringing him finally to poverty and abject cir¬ 
cumstances, through his fathers ^inheriting 
him, or otherwise—which is exceeding cro 
avarice and ambition—he therefore wishes it were 
otherwise ; but yet remaining under the invincible 
power of his vile and malignant disposition, he 
continues still in his settled hatred of bis father 
Now, if such a son’s indirect willingness to hay.' 
love and honour towards his father, at all acqui s 
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or excuses before God, for his failing of actually 
exercising these dispositions towards him, which 
God requires, it must be on one of these accounts. 
(1). Either that it answers and fulfils the com¬ 
mand. But this it does not, by the supposition ; 
because the thing commanded is love and honour 
to hi8 worthy parent. If the command be proper 
and just, as is supposed, then it obliges to the thing 
commanded; and so nothing else but that can 
answer the obligation. . Or (2), it must be at least, 
because there is that virtue or goodness in his in¬ 
direct willingness, that is equivalent to the virtue 
required; and so balances or countervails it, and 
makes up for the want of it. But that also is 
contrary to the supposition. The willingness the 
son has merely from a regard to money and honour, 
lias no goodness in it to countervail the want of 
the pious filial respect required. 

Sincerity and reality, in that indirect willingness 
which has been spoken of, does not make it the 
better. That which is real and hearty is often 
called sincere ; whether it be in virtue or vice. 
Some persons are sincerely bad ; others are sin¬ 
cerely good ; and others may be sincere and hearty 
in things which are in their own nature indifferent; 
as a man may be sincerely desirous of eating when 
he is hungry. But a being sincere, hearty, and in 
good earnest, is no virtue, unless it be in a tiling 
that is virtuous. A man may be sincere and hearty 
in joining a crew of pirates or a gang of robbers. 
When the devils cried out, and besought Christ 
not to torment them, it was no mere pretence ; 
they were very hearty in their desires not to be 
tormented : but this did not make their will or 
desires virtuous. And if men have sincere desires, 
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which are in their kind and nature no better, it 
can be no excuse for the want of any required 

virtue. . < . 

And as a man’s being sincere in such an indi¬ 
rect desire or trilling ness to do his duty as has been 
mentioned, cannot excuse for the want of perform¬ 
ance, so it is with endeavours arising from such a 
willingness. The endeavours can have no more 
goodness in them than the will which they are the 
effect and expression of. And, therefore, however 
sincere and real, and however great a peison s 
endeavours are, yea, though they should be to the 
utmost of his ability, unless the will winch they 
proceed from be truly good and virtuous, they can 
be of no avail, influence, or weight, to any purpose 
whatsoever, in a moral sense or respect, lhat 
which is not truly virtuous in God’s sight, is looked 
upon by him as good for nothing; and so can be 
of no value, weight, or influence in his account, to 
recommend, satisfy, excuse, or make up for any 
moral defect. For nothing can counterbalance 
evil but good. If evil be in one scale, and we put 
a great deal into the other, sincere and earnest 
desires, and many and great endeavours; yet i 
there be no real goodness m all, theie is no weight 
in it; and so it does nothing towards balancing 
the real weight which is in the opposite scale It 
is only like the subtracting a thousand noughts 
from before a real number, which leaves the sum 

iust as it was. 7 ,. 

Indeed such endeavours may have a negatively 

e ood influence. Those things which have no posi¬ 
tive virtue have no positive moral influence; ye ^ 
rhev may be an occasion of persons avoiding some 
positive evils. As, if a man were in the water 
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with a neighbour that he had ill-will to, who could 
not swim, holding him by his hand ; which neigh¬ 
bour was much in debt to him; and should" be 
tempted to let him sink and drown, but should 
refuse to comply with the temptation, not from 
love to his neighbour, but from the love of money, 
and because by his drowning he should lose his 
debt, that which he does in preserving his neigh¬ 
bour from drowning is nothing good in the sight 
of God: yet hereby he avoids the greater guilt, 
that would have been contracted if he had de¬ 
signedly let his neighbour sink and perish. But 
when Arminians, in their disputes with Calvinists, 
insists so much on sincere desires and endeavours, 
as what must excuse men, must be accepted of 
God, &c., it is manifest they have respect to some 
positive moral weight or influence of those desires 
and endeavours. Accepting, justifying, or ex¬ 
cusing, on the account of sincere honest endea¬ 
vours (as they are called), and men’s doing what 
they can, &c., has relation to some moral value, 
something that is accepted as good, and, as such, 
countervailing some defect. 

But there is a great and unknown deceit arising 
from the ambiguity of the phrase, sincere endea¬ 
vours. Indeed, there is a vast indistinctness and 
unfixedness in most, or at least very many, of the 
terms used to express things pertaining to moral 
and spiritual matters. Whence arise innumerable 
mistakes, strong prejudices, inextricable confusion, 
and endless controversy. * 

The word sincere is most commonly used to sig¬ 
nify something that is good: men are habituated to 
understand by it the same as honest and upright ,* 
which terms excite an idea of something good in 
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the strictest and highest sense; good in the sight 
of Him who sees not only the outward appearance, 
hut the heart. And, therefore, men think that it 
u person be sincere, he will certainly be accepted. 
If it be said that anyone is sincere in his endea- 
vours, this suggests to men’s minds as much as 
that his heart and will is good, that there is no 
defect of duty as to virtuous inclination; ne 
honestly and uprightly desires and endeavours to 
do as he is required; and this leads them to sup¬ 
pose, that it would be very hard and unreasonable 
to punish him only because he is unsuccessful m 
his endeavours, the thing endeavoured being be¬ 
yond his power. Whereas it ought to be observed, 
that the word sincere has these diffeient si B 

t'ons 9 

^ Insincerity, as the word is sometimes used, sig¬ 
nifies no more than reality of will and endeavou ), 
with respect to anything that is professed or pre¬ 
tended, without any consideration of the nature of 
the principle or aim whence this real will and true 
endeavour arises. If a man has some real desire 
to obtain a thing, either direct or mdirec*, or does 
reallv endeavour after a thing, he is said sincereij 
LSreor endeavour it; without any c.n« , de„; 
tion of the goodness or virtuousness ol the prm 
ciple he acts g from, or any excellency or worthiness 

oi the end he acts for. Thus, a man who is W 

to his neighbour’s wife who is sick an D , 0 f 
and very helpful in her case, makes a i+u 

desiring and endeavouring her restoration to , 

there if a reality in his pretence-he doe. heartily 

and earnestly desire to have her health 

and uses his true and utmost endeavours for it, h 
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is said sincerely to desire and endeavour it, because 
he does so truly or really; though perhaps the 
principle he acts from is no other than a vile and 
scandalous passion; having lived in adultery with 
her, he earnestly desires to have her health and 
vigour restored, that he may return to his criminal 
pleasures with her. Or, 

2. By sincerity is meant, not merely a reality 
of will and endeavour of some sort or other, and 
from some consideration or other, but a virtuous 
sincerity. That is, that in the performance of 
those particular acts that are the matter of virtue 
or duty, there be not only the matter, but the 
form and essence of virtue, consisting in the aim 
that governs the act, and the principle exercised 
in it. There is not only the reality of the act, 
that is as it were the body of the dutj'; but also 
the soul, which should properly belong to such a 
body. In this sense, a man is said to be sincere, 
when he acts with a pure intention; not from sinis¬ 
ter views, or by-ends : he not only in reality desires 
and seeks the thing to be done, or qualification to 
be obtained, for some end or other; but he wills 
the thing directly and properly, as neither forced 
nor bribed ; the virtue of the thing is properly 
the object of the will. 

In the former sense, a man is said to be sincere, 
in opposition to a mere pretence and show of the 
particular thing to be done or exhibited , without 
any real desire or endeavour at all. In the latter 
sense, a man is said to be sincere, in opposition to 
that show of virtue there is in merely doing the 
matte^r of duty, without the reality of the virtue 
itself in the soul, and the essence of it, which there 
is a show of. A man may be sincere in the former 
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sense, and yet in tlie latter be in the sight of God, 
who searches the heart, a vile hypocrite. 

In the latter kind of sincerity, only, is there 
anything truly valuable or acceptable in the sight 
of God. And' this is the thing which in Scripture 
is called sincerity, uprightness, integrity, truth 
in the inward parts, and a being of a perfect 
heart. And if there be such a sincerity, and such 
a degree of it as there ought to be, and there be 
anything further that the man is not able to per¬ 
form, or which does not prove to be connected 
with his sincere desires and endeavours, the man 
is wholly excused and acquitted in the sight ot 
God; his will shall surely be accepted for his 
deed: and such a sincere will and endeavour is all 
that in strictness is required of him by any com¬ 
mand of God. But as to the other kind of sincerity 
of desires and endeavours, it, having no virtue in 
it (as was observed before), can be of no aval 
before God, in any case, tc recommend satisfy, or 
excuse, and has no positive moral weight or influ- 


ence whatsoever. . , ,, , • 

Corol. 1. nonce it may be inferred, that nothing 

in the reason and nature of things appears from 

the consideration of any moral weight of that 

former kind of sincerity, which has been spoken 

of, at all obliging us to believe, or leading us to 

suppose, that God has made any positive promise 

of salvation, or grace, or any saving assistance, or 

any spiritual benefits whatsoever, to any desires, 

prayers, endeavours, striving, or obedience o ios 

who hitherto have no true virtue or holiness in 

their hearts; though we should suppose al 

sincerity, and the utmost degree of endeavour, a 

is possible to be in a person without holiness. 
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Some object against God’s requiring, as the con¬ 
dition of salvation, those hoty exercises which are 
the result of a supernatural renovation : such as a 
supreme respect to Christ, love to God, lovin- 
holiness for its own sake, &c.; that these inward 
dispositions and exercises are above men’s power 
as they are by nature; and therefore that we may 
conclude, that when men are brought to be sincere 
in their endeavours, and- do as well as they can, 
they are accepted: and that this must be all that 
God requires in order to men’s being received as 
the objects of his favour, and must be what God 
has appointed as the condition of salvation : con¬ 
cerning which I would observe, that in such a 
manner of speaking of men’s being accepted 
because they are sincere, and do as well as they 
can, there is evidently a supposition of some virtue 
some degree of that which is truly good, though it 
does not go so far as were to be wished For if 
men do what they can, unless their so doinn- be 
from some good principle, disposition, or exercise 
of heart, some virtuous inclination or act of the 
will, their so doing what they can, is in some 
respects not a whit better than if they did nothing 
at all. In such a case, there is no more positive 
moral goodness in a man’s doing what he can, than 
in the wind-mill’s doing what it can ; because the 
action does no more proceed from virtue; and there 
is nothing in such sincerity of endeavour, or doin- 
what we can, that should render it any more a 
proper or fit recommendation to positive favour 
and acceptance or the condition of any reward or 
actual benefit, than doing nothing; for both the 

one and the other are alike nothing, as to any true 
moral weight or value. J 

2 D 
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Corol. 2. Hence also it follows, there is nothing 
that appears in the reason and nature of things 
which can justly lead us to determine, that God 
will certainly give the necessary means of salvation, 
or some way or other bestow true holiness and 
eternal life on those heathen who are sincere (m 
the sense above explained) in their endeavours to 
find out the will of the Deity, and to please him, 
according to their light, that they may escape his 
future displeasure and wrath, and obtain happiness 
in the future state, through his favour. 

SECTION YL 

LIBERTY OF INDIFFERENCE NOT ONLY NOT NECESSARY 
TO VIRTUE, BUT UTTERLY INCONSISTENT WITH IT', AND 
ALL EITHER VIRTUOUS OR VICIOUS HABITS OR INCLI¬ 
NATIONS INCONSISTENT WITH ARMINLAN NOTIONS OF 
LIBERTY AND MORAL AGENCY. 

To suppose such a freedom of will as Arminians 
talk of, to be requisite to virtue and vice, is many 

ways contrary to common sense.. 

If indifference belongs to liberty of will, as 
Arminians suppose, and it be essential to a virtuous 
action that it be performed in a state of liberty, as 
they also suppose, it will follow, that it is essential 
to a virtuous action that it be performed in a s a e 
of indifference: and if it be performed in a s a 
of indifference, then doubtless it must.be l?® 1 -?™ 16 
in the time of indifference. And so it will follow, 
that in order to the virtuousness, of an act, e 
heart must be indifferent in the time of tbe per¬ 
formance of that act, and the more indifferent an 
cold the heart is with relation to the act which is 
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performed, so much the better; because the act is 
performed with so much the greater liberty. But 
is this agreeable to the light of nature P Is it 
agreeable to the notions which mankind, in all 
ages, have of virtue; that it lies in that which is 
contrary to indifference, even in the tendency and 
inclination of the heart to virtuous action ; and 
that the stronger the inclination, and so the further 
from indifference, the more virtuous the heart , 
and so much the more praiseworthy the act which 
proceeds from it ? 

If we should suppose (contrary to what has 
been before demonstrated) that there may be an 
act of will in a state of indifference ; for instance, 
this act, viz., the will’s determining to put itself 
out of a state of indifference, and give itself a 
preponderation one way ; then it would follow, on 
Arminian principles, that this act or determina¬ 
tion of the will is that alone wherein virtue 
consists, because this only is performed, while the 
mind remains in a state of indifference, and so in 
a state of liberty ; for when once the mind is put 
out of its equilibrium, it is no longer in such a 
state; and therefore all the acts which follow 
afterwards, proceeding from bias, can have the 
nature neither of virtue nor vice. Or if the 
thing which the will can do, while yet in a state 
of indifference, and so of liberty, be only to 
suspend acting, and determine to take the matter 
into consideration, then this determination is that 
alone wherein virtue consists, and not proceeding 
to action after the scale is turned by consideration. 
So that it will follow, from these principles, all 
that is done after the mind, by any means, is once 
out of’its equilibrium, and already possessed by 
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an inclination, and arising from that inclination, 
has nothing of the nature of virtue or vice, and is 
worthy of neither blame nor praise. But how 
plainly contrary is this to the universal sense of 
mankind, and to the notion they have of sincerely 
virtuous actions? which is, that they are actions 
which proceed from a heart well disposed and 
inclined; and the stronger and the more fixed 
and determined the good disposition of the heart, 
the greater the sincerity of virtue, and so the 
more of the truth and reality of it. But if there 
be any acts which are done in a state of equili¬ 
brium, or spring immediately from perfect in¬ 
difference and coldness of heart, they cannot arise 
from any good principle or disposition in the 
heart; and consequently, according to common 
sense, have no sincere goodness in them, having 
no virtue of heart in them. To have a virtuous 
heart, is to have a heart that favours virtue, and 
is friendly to it, and not one perfectly cold and 
indifferent about it. 

And besides, the actions that are done in a 
state of indifference, or that arise immediately 
out of such a state, cannot be virtuous, because, 
by the supposition, they are not determined by 
any preceding choice. For if there be preceding 
choice, then choice intervenes between the act 
and the state of indifference; which is contrary 
to the supposition of the act s arising imme 1 
ately out of indifference. But those acts whic 
are not determined by preceding choice, canno 
be virtuous or vicious, by Arminian principles, 
because they are not determined by the will. ° 
that neither one way nor the other can any 
actions be virtuous or vicious, according^ to Ar- 
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minian principles. If the action be determined by 
a preceding act of choice, it cannot be virtuous ; 
because the action is not done in a state of indif¬ 
ference, nor does immediately arise from such a 
state ; and so is not done in a" state of liberty. If 
the action be not determined by a preceding act of 
choice, then it cannot be virtuous ; because then 
the will is not self-determined in it. So that it is 
made certain, that neither virtue nor vice can 
ever find any place in the universe. 

Moreover, that it is necessary to a virtuous 
action that it be performed in a state of indiffer¬ 
ence, under a notion of that being a state of 
liberty, i3 contrary to common sense ; as it is a 
dictate of common sense, that indifference itself, 
in many cases, is vicious, and so to a high decree. 
As, if when I see my neighbour or near friend, 
and one who has in the highest degree merited 
of me, in extreme distress and ready to perish, 
I find an indifference in my heart with respect 
to anything proposed to be done, which I can 
easily do, for his relief. So, if it should be pro¬ 
posed to me to blaspheme God, or kill my father, 
or do numberless other things which might be 
mentioned, the being indifferent, for a moment, 
would be highly vicious and vile. 

And it may be further observed, that to 
suppose this liberty of indifference is essential 
to virtue and vice, destroys the great difference 
of degrees of the guilt of different crimes, and 
takes away the heinousness of the most flagitious, 
horrid iniquities; such as adultery, bestiality’ 
murder, perjury, blasphemy, &c. For, according 
to these principles, there is no harm at all in 
having the mind in a state of perfect indifference 
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with respect to these crimes ; nay, it is absolutely 
necessary in order to any virtue in avoiding them, 
or vice in doing them. But for the mind to be in 
a state of indifference with respect to them, is to be 
next door to doing them : it is then infinitely near 
to choosing, and so committing the fact: for 
equilibrium is the next step to a degree of pre- 
ponderation ; and one, even the least degree, of 
preponderation (all things considered) is choice. 
And not only so, but for the will to be in a 
state of perfect equilibrium with respect to such 
crimes, is for the mind to be in such a state as to 
be full as likely to choose them as to refuse them, 

to do them as to omit them. And. ^ our m * n( * s 
must be in such a state, wherein it is as near to 
choosing as refusing, and wherein it must o 
necessity, according to the nature of things, be as 
likely to commit them as to refrain from them, 
where is the exceeding heinousness of choosing 
and committing them P If there be no harm in 
often being in such a state wherein the probability 
of doing and forbearing are exactly equal, there 
bein'* an equilibrium, and no more tendency to 
one than the other, then, according to the nature 
and laws of such a contingence, it may be 
expected, as an inevitable consequence of such a 
disposition of things, that we should choose them 
as often as reject them : that it should generally 
so fall out, is necessary, as equality in the eiiect 
is the natural consequence of the equal tendency 
of the cause, or of the antecedent state of things 
from which the effect arises. then sho 

we be so exceedingly to blame if it does so la 

out ? A . . 

It is many ways apparent, that the iirminian 


II 



scheme of liberty is utterly inconsistent with the 
being of any such things as either virtuous or 
vicious habits or dispositions. If liberty of in¬ 
difference be essential to moral agency, then there 
can be no virtue in any habitual inclinations of 
the heart; which are contrary to indifference, 


and imply in their nature the very destruction 
and exclusion of it. They suppose nothing can 
be virtuous in which no liberty is exercised; but 
how absurd is it to talk of exercising indifference 
under bias and preponderation ! 

And if self-determining power in the will be 
necessary to moral agency, praise, blame, &c., 
then nothing done by the will can be any further 
praise or blameworthy, than so far as the will is 
moved, swayed, and determined by itself, and the 
scales turned by the sovereign power the will has 
over itself. And therefore the will must not be 


put out of its balance already, the preponderation 
must not be determined and effected before-hand; 
and so the self-determining act anticipated. Thus 
it appears another way, that habitual bias is in¬ 
consistent with that liberty which Arminians sup¬ 
pose to be necessary to virtue or vice; and so it 
follows, that habitual bias itself cannot be either 
virtuous or vicious. 


The same thing follows from their doctrine con¬ 
cerning the inconsistence of necessity with liberty, 
praise, dispraise, &c. None will deny, that bias 
and inclination may be so strong as to be in¬ 
vincible, and leave no possibility of the will’s 
determining contrary to it; and so be attended 
with necessity. This Dr. Whitby allows concern¬ 
ing the will of God, angels, and glorified saints, 
with respect to good; and the will of devils, with 
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respect to evil. Therefore, if necessity be incon¬ 
sistent with liberty; then, when fixed inclination 
is to such a degree of strength, it utterly excludes 
all virtue, vice, praise, or blame. And if so, then 
the nearer habits are to this strength, the more do 
they impede liberty, and so diminish praise and 
blame. If very strong habits destroy liberty, the 
lesser ones proportionably hinder it, according to 
their degree of strength. And therefore it will 
follow, that then is the act most virtuous or 
vicious when performed without any inclination 
or habitual bias at all, because it is then performed 
with most libert} r . 

Every prepossessing fixed bias on the mind 
brings a degree of moral inability for the con¬ 
trary ; because, so far as the mind is biassed and 
prepossessed, so much hinderance is there of the 
contrarj r . And therefore if' moral inability be 
inconsistent with moral agency, or the nature of 
virtue and vice, then, so far as there is any such 
thing as evil disposition of heart, or habitual de¬ 
pravity of inclination, whether covetousness, pride, 
malice, cruelty, or whatever else, so much the 
more excusable persons are, so much the less have 
their evil acts of this kind the nature of vice. 
And, on the contrary, whatever excellent disposi 
tions and inclinations they have, so much are they 
the less virtuous. 

It is evident that no habitual disposition of 
heart, whether it be to a greater or less degree, 
can be in any degree virtuous or vicious; or the 
actions which proceed from them at all praise or 
blameworthy. Because, though we should sup¬ 
pose the habit not to be of such strength as wholly 
to take away all moral ability and self-determining 
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power; or hinder but that, although the act bo 
partly from bias, yet it may be in part from self- 
determination : yet in this case, all that is from 
antecedent bias must be set aside, as of no con¬ 
sideration ; and in estimating the degree of virtue 
or vice, no more must be considered than what 
arises from self-determining power, without any 
influence of that bias, because liberty is exercised 
in no more: so that all that is the exercise of 
habitual inclination, is thrown away, as not be¬ 
longing to the morality of the action. By which 
it appears, that no exercise of these habits, let 
them be stronger or weaker, can ever have any 
thing of the nature of either virtue or vice. 

Here if any one should say, that notwithstand¬ 
ing all these things, there may be the nature of 
virtue and vice in the habits of the mind, because 
these habits may be the effects of those acts 
wherein the mind exercised liberty; that however 
the fore-mentioned reasons will prove that no 
habits which are natural, or that are born or 
created with us, can be either virtuous or vicious : 
yet they will not prove this of habits which have 
been acquired and established by repeated free 
acts. 

To such an objector I would say, that this evasion 
will not at all help the matter. For if freedom of 
will be essential to the very nature of virtue and 
vice, then there is no virtue or vice but only in 
that very thing wherein this liberty is exercised. 
If a man in one or more things that he does, exer¬ 
cises liberty, and then by those acts is brought 
into such circumstances that his liberty ceases, and 
there follows a long series of acts or events that 
come 9 to pass necessarily; those consequent acts 
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are not virtuous or vicious, reward able or punish¬ 
able • but only the free acts that established this 
necessity; for in them alone was the man free. 
The following effects, that are necessary, have no 
more of the nature of virtue or vice, than health 
or sickness of body have properly the nature of 
virtue or vice, being the effects of a course of free 
acts of temperance or intemperance ; or than the 
good qualities of a clock are of the nature of virtue, 
which are the effects of free acts of the artificer; 
or the goodness and sweetness of the fruits of a 
garden are moral virtues, being the effects of the 
free and faithful acts of the gardener. If liberty 
be absolutely requisite to the morality of actions, 

and necessity wholly inconsistent with it, as Armi- 

nians greatly insist; then no necessary effects what¬ 
soever, let the cause be never so good or bad, can 
be virtuous or vicious ; but the virtue or vice must 
be only in th e free cause. Agreeably to this, Dr. 
Whitby supposes the necessity that attends' the 
.rood and evil habits of the saints in heaven, and 
damned in hell, which are the consequence of their 
free acts in their state of probation, are not reward- 

ab On°the“appears, that if the notion, of 
Armenians concerning liberty and moral agency bo 

true it will follow, that there is no virtue m any 
such habits or qualities as humility, meekness, 
patience, mercy, gratitude, gcneinsity. heaven y 
mindedness ; nothing at all praiseworthy m 
Christ above father and mother, wife and chddren, 
or our own lives ; or in delight in holiness, hun¬ 
gering and thirsting after righteousness love to 
enemies, universal benevolence to mankm - _ > 

on the other hand, there is nothing at all vicious, 
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or worthy of dispraise, in the most sordid, beastly, 
malignant, devilish dispositions ; in being ungrate¬ 
ful, profane, habitually hating God and things 
sacred and holy ; or in being most treacherous, 
envious, and cruel towards men. For all these 
things are dispositions and inclinations of ti e 
heart. And, in short, there is no such thing as 
any virtuous or vicious quality of mind ; no such 
thing as inherent virtue and holiness, or vice and 
sin : and the stronger those habits or dispositions 
are, which used to be called virtuous and vicious, 
the further they are from being so indeed ; the 
more violent men’s lusts are, the more fixed their 
pride, envy, ingratitude, and maliciousness, still 
the further are they from being blameworthy. If 
there be a man that by his own repeated acts, or 
by any other means, is come to be of the most 
hellish disposition, desperately inclined to treat his 
neighbours with injuriousness, contempt, and ma¬ 
lignity ; the further they should be from any dis¬ 
position to be angry with him, or in the least to 
blame him. So, on the other hand, if there be a 
person, who is of a most excellent spirit, strongly 
inclining him to the most amiable actions, ad¬ 
mirably meek, benevolent, &c., so much is he further 
from anything rewardable or commendable. On 
which principles, the man Jesus Christ was very 
far from being praiseworthy for those acts of holi¬ 
ness and kindness which he performed, these 
propensities being strong in his heart. And, above 
all, the infinitely holy and gracious God is infi¬ 
nitely remote from anything commendable, his 
good^ inclinations being infinitely strong, and he, 
therefore, at the utmost possible distance from 
being at liberty. And in all cases, the stronger 
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the inclinations of any are to virtue, and the more 
they love it, the less virtuous they are ; and the 
more they love wickedness, the less vicious. 
"Whether these things are agreeable to scripture, 
let every Christian, and every man who has read 
the Bible, judge : and whether they are agreeable 
to common sense, let every one judge that has 
human understanding in exercise. 

And, if we pursue these principles, we shall find 
that virtue and vice are wholly excluded out of the 
world ; and that there never was, nor ever can be, 
any such thing as one or the other, either in God, 
angels, or men. No propensity, disposition, or 
habit, can be virtuous or vicious, as has been 
shown ; because, they, so far as they take place, 
destroy the freedom of the will, the foundation of 
all moral agency, and exclude all capacity of either 
virtue or vice. And if habits and dispositions 
themselves be not virtuous nor vicious, neither can 
the exercise of these dispositions be so ; for the 
exercise of bias is not the exercise of free self- 
determining will , and so there is no exercise of 
liberty in it. Consequently, no man is virtuous or 
vicious, either in being well or ill-disposed, nor in 
acting from a good or bad disposition And 
whether this bias or disposition be habitual or not, 
if it exists but a moment before the act ot will, 
which is the effect of it, it alters not the case, as to 
the necessity of the effect. Or if there be no pre¬ 
vious disposition at all, either habitual or occasiona , 
that determines the act, then it is not choice tha 
determines it: it is therefore a contingence, tha 
happens to the man, arising from nothing m him, 
and is necessary, as to any inclination or choice o 
his ; and, therefore, cannot make him eithdl* the 
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better or worse, any more tlian a tree is better than 
other trees, because it oftener happens to be lit 
upon by a swan or nightingale : or a rock more 
vicious than other rocks, because rattlesnakes 
have happened oftener to crawl over it. So that 
there is no virtue nor vice in good or bad disposi¬ 
tions, either fixed or transient ; nor any virtue or 
vice in acting from any good or bad previous 
inclination; nor yet any virtue or vice, in acting 
wholly without any previous inclination. Where, 
then, shall we find room for virtue or vice. 


SECTION VII. 


ARMINIAN NOTIONS OF MORAL AGENCY INCONSISTENT 
WITH ALL INFLUENCE OF MOTIVE AND INDUCEMENT 
IN EITHER VIRTUOUS OR VICIOUS ACTIONS. 


As Arminian notions of that liberty, which is 
essential to virtue or vice, are inconsistent with 
common sense, in their being inconsistent with all 
virtuous or vicious habits and dispositions ; so they 
are no less so in their inconsistency with all in¬ 
fluence of motives in moral actions. 


It is equally against those notions of liberty of 
will, whether there be, previous to the act of choice, 
a preponderancy of the inclination, or a preponder- 
ancy of those circumstances which have a tendency 
to move the inclination. And, indeed, it comes to 
just the same thing: to say, the circumstances of 
the mind are such as tend to sway and turn its 
inclination one way, is the same thing as to say, 
the inclination of the mind, as under such circum¬ 
stances, tends that way. 
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Or if any think it most proper to say, that 
motives do alter the inclination, and give a new 
bias to the mind, it will not alter the case, as to 
the present argument. For if motives operate 
hy giving an inclination, then they 

operate by destroying the mind’s indifference, and 
laying it under a bias. But to do this, is to destroy 
the Arminian freedom : it is not to leave the will 
to its own self-determination, but to bring it into 
subjection to the power of something extrinsic, 
which operates upon it, sways and determines it, 
previous to its own determination. So that what 
is done from motive, cannot be either virtuous or 
vicious. And besides, if the acts of the will are 
excited by motives, those motives are the causes 
of those acts of the will; which makes the acts of 
the will necessary ; as effects necessarily follow the 
efficiency of the cause. And if the influence and 
power of the motive causes the volition, then the 
influence of the motive determines volition, and 
volition does not determine itself; and so is not 
free, in the sense of Arminians (as has been 
largely shown already) and consequently can be 

neither virtuous nor vicious. 

The supposition, which has already been taken 

notice of, as an insufficient evasion in other cases, 
would be, in like manner, impertinently alleged 
in this case; namel} 7 , the supposition that liberty 
consists in a power of suspending action for the 
present, in order to deliberation. If it should be 
said, though it be true that the will is under a 
necessity of finally following the strongest motive, 
vet it may, for the present, forbear to act upon the 
motive presented, till there has been opportunity 
thoroughly to consider it, and compare its* real 
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weight with the merit of other motives : I answer 
as follows: 

Here, again, it must be remembered, that if 
determining thus to suspend and consider, be that 
act of the will, wherein alone liberty is exercised, 
then in this all virtue and vice must consist ; and 
the acts that follow this consideration and are the 
effects of it, being necessary, are no more virtuous 
or vicious than some good or bad events, which 
happen when they are fast asleep, and are the 
consequences of what they did when they were 
awake. Therefore, I would "here observe two things: 

1. To suppose that all virtue and vice, in every 
case, consists in determining, whether to take time 
for consideration or not, is not agreeable to 
common sense. For, according to such a supposi¬ 
tion, the most horrid crimes, adultery, murder, 
sodomy, blasphemy, &c., do not at all consist in 
the horrid nature of the things themselves, but 
only in the neglect of thorough consideration 
before they were perpetrated, which brings their 
viciousness to a small matter, and makes all crimes 
equal. If it be said, that neglect of consideration, 
when such heinous evils are proposed to choice, is 
worse than in other cases : I answer, this is incon¬ 
sistent, as it supposes the very thing to be, which, 
at the same time, is supposed not to be ; it supposes 
all moral evil, all viciousness and heinousness, does 
not consist merely in the want of consideration. 
It supposes some crimes in themselves , in their own 
nature , to be more heinous than others, antecedent 
to consideration or inconsideration, which lays the 
person under a previous obligation to consider in 
some cases more than others. 

2. 7 If it were so, that all virtue and vice, in every 
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case, consisted only in the act of the will, whereby 
it determines whether to consider or no, it would 
not alter the case in the least, as to the present 
argument. For still in this act of the will on 
this determination, it is induced by some motive, 
and necessarily follows the strongest motive; and 
so is necessarily, even in that act wherein alone it 
is either virtuous or vicious. 

One thing more I would observe, concerning 
the inconsistence of Arminian notions of moral 
agency with the influence of motives. I suppose 
none will deny, that it is possible for motives to 
be set before the mind so powerful, and exhibited 
in so strong a light, and under so advantageous 
circumstances, as to be invincible ; and such as the 
mind cannot but yield to. In this case, Arminians 
will doubtless say, liberty is destroyed. And if so, 
then if motives are exhibited with half so much 
power, they hinder liberty in proportion to their 
strength, and go half-way towards destroying it. 
If a thousand degrees of motive abolish all liberty, 
then five hundred take it half away. If one 
degree of the influence of motive does not at all 
infringe or diminish liberty, then no more do two 

degrees j for nothing doubled, is still nothing. And 

if two degrees do not diminish the will's liberty, 
no more do four, eight, sixteen, or six thousand. 
For nothing multipled never so much comes to but 
nothing. If there be nothing in. the nature of 
motive or moral suasion that is at all opposite to 
liberty, then the greatest degree of it cannot hurt 
liberty- But if there be anything in the nature 
of the thing that is against liberty, then the least 
degree of it hurts it in some degree, and conse¬ 
quently hurts and diminishes virtue. If invincible 
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motives to that action which is good, take awav 
all the freedom of the act, and so all the virtue 
of it; then the more forcible the motives are so 
much the worse, so much the less virtue; and 
the weaker the motives are, the better for the cause 
ol virtue; and none is best of all. 

Now let it be considered, whether these things 
are agreeable to common sense. If it should be 
allowed, that there are some instances wherein the 
soul chooses without any motive, what virtue can 
there be in such a choice ? Iam sure there is no 
prudence or wisdom in it. Such a choice is made 
for no good end ; for it is for no end at all If it 
were for any end, the view of the end would be 
the motive exciting to the act; and if the act be 
tor no good end, and so form no good aim, then 
there is no good intention in it: and, therefore 
according to all our natural notions of virtue, no 
more virtue in it than in the motion of the smoke, 
which is driven to and fro by the wind, without any 
aim or end m the thing moved, and which knows 
not whither, nor why and wherefore, it is moved. 

Oorol. 1. By these things it appears, that the 

argument against the Calvinists, taken from the 

use of counsels, exhortations, invitations, expostu- 

lations, &c., so much insisted on by Arminians is 

truly against themselves. For these thino- s can 

operate no other way to any good effect, than as in 

them is exhibited motive and inducement, tending 

to excite and determine the acts of the will But 

it follows, on their principles, that the acts of will 

excited by such causes, cannot be virtuous: because 

so far, as they are from these, they are not from 

the will s self-determining power. Hence it will 

follow; that it is not worth the while to offer any 
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arguments to persuade men to any virtuous voli¬ 
tion or voluntary action ; it is in vain to set before 
them the wisdom and amiableness of ways of 
virtue, or the odiousness and folly of ways of vice. 
This notion of liberty and moral agency frustrates 
all endeavours to draw men to virtue by instruc¬ 
tion or persuasion, precept or example : for though 
these things may induce men to what is materially 
virtuous, yet at the same time they take away the 
form of virtue, because they destroy liberty; as 
they, by their own power, put the will out of its 
equilibrium, determine and turn the scale, and 
take the work of self-determining power out of its 
hands. And the clearer the instructions that are 
given, the more powerful the arguments that are 
used, and the more moving the persuasions or 
examples, the more likely they are to frustrate 
their own design ; because they have so much the 
greater tendency to put the will out of its balance, 
to hinder its freedom of self-determination; and 
so to exclude the very form of virtue, and the 

essence of whatsoever is praiseworthy. # # 

So, it clearly follows, from these principles, 
that God has no hand in any man’s virtue, nor 
does at all promote it, either by> a physical or 
moral influence; that none of the moral methods 
lie uses with men to promote virtue m the world, 
have tendency to the attainment of that end; that 
all the instructions which he has given to men, 
from the beginning of the world to this day, by 
prophets or apostles, or by his Son Jesus Christ, 
that all his counsels, invitations, promises, threat- 
enings, warnings, and expostulations; that all 
means he has used with men, in ordinances or 
providences; yea, all influences of his Spin , 
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ordinary and extraordinary, have had no ten- 
dency at all to excite any one virtuous act of the 
mind, or to promote anything morally good and 
commendable, in any respect. For there is no 
way that these, or any other means, can promote 
virtue, but one of these three. Either (1.) by a 
physical operation on the heart. But all effects 
that are wrought in men in this way, have no 
virtue in them, by the concurring voice of all 
Arminians. Or, (2) morally, by exhibiting mo¬ 
tives to the understanding, to excite good acts in 
the will. But it has been demonstrated, that 
volitions, which are excited by motives, are neces- 
sary, and not excited by a self-moving power ; 
and therefore, by their principles, there is no 
virtue in them. Or, (3.) by merely giving the 
will an opportunity to determine itself concerning 
the objects proposed, either to choose or reject, by 
its own uncaused, unmoved, uninfluenced self- 
determination. And if this be all, then all those 
means do no more to promote virtue than vice: 
for they do nothing but give the will opportunity 
to determine itself either way , either to good or 
bad, without laying it under any bias to either: 
and so there is really as much of an opportunity 
given to determine in favour of evil as of good. 

Thus, that horrid blasphemous consequence will 
certainly follow from the Arminian doctrine which 
they charge on others ; namely, that God acts an 
inconsistent part in using so many counsels, warn- 
invitations, entreaties, &c., with sinners, to 
induce them to forsake sin, and turn to the ways 
of virtue; and that all are insincere and fallacious. 
It wijl follow, from their doctrine, that God does 
these things when he knows, at the same time. 
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' r that they have no manner of tendency to promote 
the effect he seems to aim at; yea, knows that if 
they have any influence, this very influence will 
be inconsistent with such an effect, and will pre¬ 
vent it. But what an imputation of insincerity 
would this fix on Him who is infinitely holy and 
true !—So that their’s is the doctrine which, if 
pursued in its consequences, does horribly reflect 
on the Most High, and fix on him the charge of 
hypocrisy ; and not the doctrine of the Calvinist; 
according to their frequent and vehement ex¬ 
clamations and invectives. . # 

Corol. 2. From what has been observed in this 

section, it again appears, that Arminian principles 
and notions, when fairly examined and. pursued in 
their demonstrable consequences, do evidently shut 
all virtue out of the world, and make it impossible 
that there should ever be any such thing in any 
case, or that any such thing should ever be con¬ 
ceived of. For, by these principles, the very 
notion of virtue or vice implies absurdity and 
contradiction. For it is absurd in itself, and 
contrary to common sense, to suppose a virtuous 
act of mind without any good intention or aim ; 
and, by their principles, it is absurd to suppose a 
virtuous act with a good intention or ann; for to 
act for an end, is to act from a motive. So that it 
we rely on these principles, there can be no vir¬ 
tuous act with a good design and end; and it is 
self-evident, there can be none without: conse¬ 
quently there can be no virtuous act at all. 

Corol. 3. It is manifest, that Arminian notions 
of moral agency, and the being of a faculty of mil, 
cannot consist together: and that if there be an> 
such thing as either a virtuous or vicious abt, it 
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cannot be an act of the will; no will can be at all 
concerned in it. For that act which is performed 
without inclination, without motive, without end, 
must be performed without any concern of the will. 
To suppose an act of the will without these, implies 
a contradiction. If the soul in its act has no 
motive or end; then, in that act (as was observed 
before), it seeks nothing, goes after nothing, 
exerts no inclination to anything; and this im¬ 
plies, that in that act it desires nothing, and 
chooses nothing ; so that there is no act of choice 
in the case: and that is as much as to say, there 
is no act of will in the case. Which very effec¬ 
tually shuts all vicious and virtuous acts out of the 
universe; inasmuch as, according to this, there 
can be no virtuous or vicious act wherein the will 
is concerned; and according to the plainest dictates 
of reason, and the light of nature, and also the 
principles of Arminians themselves, there can be 
no virtuous or vicious act wherein the will is not 
concerned. And therefore there is no room for 
any virtuous or vicious acts at all. 

Corol. 4. If none of the moral actions of intelli¬ 
gent beings are influenced by either previous 
inclination or motive, another strange thing will 
follow; and this is, that God not only cannot 
foreknow any of the future moral actions of his 
creatures, but he can make no conjecture, can give 
no probable guess, concerning them. For, all 
conjecture in things of this nature, must depend 
on some discerning or apprehension of these two 
things, previous disposition and motive , which, 
as has been observed, A.rmmian notions of moral 
agency, in their real consequence, altogether ex¬ 
clude. 



272 ESSENCE OF VIRTUE AND VICE. Part IV. 


PART IV. 

WHEREIN THE CHIEF GROUNDS OF THE REASONINGS 
OF ARMINIANS, IN SUPPORT AND DEFENCE OF THE 
FOREMENTIONED NOTIONS OF LIBERTY, MORAL 
AGENCY, &C., AND AGAINST THE OPPOSITE DOC¬ 
TRINE, ARE CONSIDERED. 

SECTION I. 

THE ESSENCE OF THE VIRTUE AND VICE OF DISPOSITIONS 
OF THE HEART, AND ACTS OF THE WILL, LIES NOT IN 
THEIR CAUSE, BUT THEIR NATURE. 

One main foundation of the reasons which are 
brought to establish the fore-mentioned notions of 
liberty, virtue, vice, &c., is a supposition, that the 
virtuousness of the dispositions, or acts of the will, 
consists not in the nature of these dispositions 
or acts, but wholly in the origin or cause of them: 
so that if the disposition of the mind, or acts of the 
will, be never so good, yet if the cause of the dis¬ 
position or act be not our virtue, there is nothing 
virtuous or praiseworthy in it; and, on the con¬ 
trary, if the will, in its inclinations or acts, be 
never so bad, yet, unless it arises from something 
that is our vice or fault, there is nothing vicious 
or blameworthy in it. Hence their grand objection 
and pretended demonstration, or self-evidence, 
against any virtue and commendableness, or vice 
and blameworthiness, of those habits or acts of the 
will, which are not from some virtuous or vicious 

determination of the will itself. #> 

Now, if this matter be well considered, it will 

appear to be altogether a mistake, yea, a gross 
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absurdity; and that it is most certain, that if there 
be any such things as a virtuous or vicious dis¬ 
position, or volition of mind, the virtuousness or 
viciousness of them consists not in the origin or 
cause of these things, but in the nature of them. 

If the essence of virtuousness or commendable¬ 
ness, and of viciousness or fault, does not lie in 
the nature of the dispositions or acts of mind, 
which are said to be our virtue or our fault, 
but in their cause, then it is certain it lies no 
where at all. Thus, for instance, if the vice of 
a vicious act of will lies not in the nature of the 
act, but the cause ; so that its being of a bad 
nature will not make it at all our fault, unless it 
arises from some faulty determination of ours, 
as its cause, or something in us that is our fault ; 
then, for the same reason, neither can the vicious¬ 
ness of that cause lie in the nature of the thing 
itself, but in its cause : that evil determination 
of ours is not our fault, merely because it is of a 
bad nature, unless it arises from some cause in us 
that is our fault. And when we are come to this 
higher cause, still the reason of the thing holds 
good ; though this cause be of a bad nature, yet 
we are not at all to blame on that account, unless 
it arises from something faulty in us. Nor yet can 
blameworthiness lie in the nature of this cause , 
but in the cause of that . And thus we must 
drive faultiness back from step to step, from a 
lower cause to a higher, in infinitum; and that 
is thoroughly to banish it from the world, and to 
allow it no possibility of existence any where 
in the universality of things. On these prin¬ 
ciples, vice, or moral evil, cannot consist in any¬ 
thing that is an effect ; because fault does not 
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consist in tlie nature of things, but in their cause; 
as well as because effects are necessary being 
unavoidably connected with their cause: there¬ 
fore the cause only is to blame. And so it 
follows, that faultiness can lie only in that cause, 
which is a cause only, and no effect of anything. 
Nor yet can it lie in this ; for then it must lie in 
the nature of the thing itself; not in its being 
from any determination of ours, nor anything 
faulty in us, which is the cause, nor indeed from 
any cause at all; for by the supposition, it is no 
effect, and has no cause. And thus, he that will 
maintain it is not the nature of habits or acts of 
will that makes them virtuous or faulty, but the 
cause, must immediately run himself out of his 
own assertion : and, in maintaining it, will in¬ 
sensibly contradict and deny it. 

This is certain, that if effects are vicious and 
faulty, not from their nature, or from anything 
inherent in them, but because they are from a 
bad cause, it must be on account of the badness 
of the cause : a bad effect in the will must be 
bad, because the cause is bad, or of an evil 
nature, or has badness as a quality inherent in 
it: and a good effect in the will must be good, 
by reason of the goodness of the cause, or its 
being of a good hind and nature. And if this 
be what is meant, the very supposition of fault 
and praise lying not in the nature of the thing, 
but the cause, contradicts itself, and does at 
least resolve the essence of virtue and vice into 
the nature of things, and supposes it originally 
to consist in that. And if a caviller has a mind 
to run from the absurdity, by saying, “ No/ the 
fault of the thing, which is the cause, lies*., not 
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in this, that the cause itself is of an evil nature , 
but that the cause is evil in that sense, that it is 
from another bad cause .” Still the absurdity will 
follow him; for, if so, then the cause before 
charged is at once acquitted, and all the blame 
must be laid to the higher cause, and must consist 
m that’s being evil , or of an evil nature. So 
now we are come again to lay the blame of the 
thing blameworthy, to the nature of the thing, 

any is so foolish as 
? n higher still, and ascend from step to step, 
till he is come to that which is the first cause 

C u nC i?i lne< ^ *. n w ^°^ e affair, and will say, all 

the blame lies in that; then, at last, he must be 

forced to own, that the faultiness of the thing, 
which he supposes alone blameworthy, lies wholly 
cn the nature of the thing, and not in the original 
or cause of it; for the supposition is, that it has 
no original, it is determined by no act of ours, 
is caused by nothing faulty in us, being absolutely 
without any cause. And so the race is at an end, 
but the evader is taken in his flight ! 

It is agreeable to the natural notions of man¬ 
kind, that moral evil, with its desert of dislike 
and abhorrence, and all its other ill-deservings, 
consists in a certain deformity in the nature of 
certain dispositions of the heart and acts of the 
will; and not in the deformity of something else , 
diverse from the very thing itself, which de- 
serv^ abhorrence supposed to be the cause of 
it. Which would be absurd, because that would 
be to suppose a thing, that is innocent and not 
evd,^ truly evil and faulty, because another 
thing is evil. It implies a contradiction ; for it 
would be to suppose, the very thing which is 
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morally evil and blameworthy, is innocent and 
not blameworthy ; but that something else, which 
is its cause, is only to blame. To say, that .vice 
does not consist in the thing which is vicious, 
but in its cause, is the same as to say, that vice 
does not consist in vice, but in that which pro¬ 
duces it. 

It is true a cause may be to blame for being 
the cause of vice : it may be wickedness in the 
cause that it produces wickedness. But it would 
imply a contradiction, to suppose that these two 
are the same individual wickedness. The wicked 
act of the cause in producing wickedness,, is one 
wickedness; and the wickedness produced, if there 
be any produced, is another. And. therefore the 
wickedness of the latter does not lie in the former, 
but is distinct from it; and the wickedness, o 
both lies in the evil nature of the things which 

are wicked. . , 

The thing which makes sin hateful, is that v 

which it deserves punishment; which is but e 
expression of hatred. And that which ren eis 
virtue lovely, is the same with that, on . e a <2 
count of which, it is fit to receive praise and 
reward ; which are but the expressions of. estown 
and love. But that which makes vice hateful 
is its hateful nature; and that which renders 
virtue lovely, is its amiable nature. It w a cer¬ 
tain beauty or deformity that are tnherent m 
that good or evil will, which is the sou? o vir 
and vice (and not in the occasion of it), whicti is 
their worthiness of esteem or disesteero, P ra18 
or dispraise, according to the common sense o 
mankind. If the cause or occasion of th& rise 

^ InnfoAil rl i cnnoifi nTl OT Ol - ■ 
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hateful, suppose another antecedent evil will ; 
that is entirely another sin, and deserves punish¬ 
ment by itself, under a distinct consideration. 
There is worthiness of dispraise in the nature of 
an evil volition, and not wholly in some foregoing 
act, which is its cause; otherwise the evil volition, 
which is the effect, is no moral evil, any more 
than sickness, or some other natural calamity, 
which arises from a cause morally evil. 

Thus, for instance, ingratitude is hateful and 
worthy of dispraise, according to common sense; 
not because something as bad, or worse than in¬ 
gratitude, was the cause that produced it; but 
because it is hateful in itself, by its own inherent 
deformity. So the love of virtue is amiable and 
worthy of praise, not merely because something 
else went before this love of virtue in our minds, 
which caused it to take place there; for instance, 
our own choice; we chose to love virtue, and, by 
some method or other, wrought ourselves into the 
love of it; but because of the amiableness and con- 
descendency of such a disposition and inclination 
of heart. If that was the case, that we did choose 
to love virtue, and so produced that love in our¬ 
selves, this choice itself could be no otherwise 
amiable or praiseworthy, than as love to virtue, or 
some other amiable inclination, was exercised and 
implied in it. If that choice was amiable at all, 
it must be so on account of some amiable quality 
in the nature of the choice. If we chose to love 
virtue, not in love to virtue, or anything that was 
good, and exercised no sort of good disposition in 
the choice, the choice itself was not virtuous nor 
worthy of any praise, according to common sense, 
because the choice was not of a good nature. 
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It may not be improper here to take notice of 
something said by an author, that has lately made 
a mighty noise in America. “ A necessary holi¬ 
ness (says he*) is no holiness. Adam could not 
be originally created in righteousness and true 
holiness, because he must choose to be righteous, 
before he could be righteous. And therefore he must 
exist, he must be created; yea, he must exercise 
thought and reflection, before he was righteous.” 
There is much more to the same effect in that 
place, and also in pp. 437, 438, 439, 440. If 
these things are so, it will certainly follow, that 
the first choosing to be righteous is no righteous 
choice ; there is no righteousness or holiness in it, 
because no choosing to be righteous goes before it. 
For he plainly speaks of choosing to be righteous , 
as what must go before righteousness; and that 
which follows the choice, being the effect of the 
choice, cannot be righteousness or holiness: for an 
effect is a thing necessary, and cannot prevent the 
influence or efficacy of its cause; and therefore is 
unavoidably dependent upon the cause: and he 
says, a necessary holiness is no holiness. . So that 
neither can a choice of righteousness be righteous¬ 
ness or holiness, nor can anything that is conse¬ 
quent on that choice, and the effect of it, be 
righteousness or holiness; nor can anything that 
is without choice, be righteousness or holiness. 
So that by his scheme, all righteousness and holi¬ 
ness is at once shut out of the world, and no door 
left open by which it can ever possibly enter into 
the world. 

I suppose the way that men came to entertain 
this absurd inconsistent notion, with respect to 
* Scrip. Doc. of Original Sin, p. ISO, third edit. * 
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internal inclinations and volitions themselves 
(or notions that imply it), viz., that the essence of 
their moral good or evil lies not in their nature, 
but their cause ; was, that it is indeed a very plain 
dictate of common sense, that it is so with respect 
to all outward actions, and sensible motions of the 
body ; that the moral good or evil of them does 
not lie at all in the motions themselves, which, 
taken by themselves, are nothing of a moral nature; 
and the essence of all the moral good or evil that 
concerns them, lies in those internal dispositions 
and volitions which are the cause of them. Now, 
being always used to determine this, without hesi¬ 
tation or dispute, concerning external actions, 
which are the things that, in the common use of 
language, are signified by such phrases as men’s 
actions, or their doings ; hence, when they came 
to speak of volitions, and internal exercises of their 
inclinations, under the same denomination of their 
actions, or what they do, they unwarily determined 
the case must also be the same with these as with 
external actions; not considering the vast differ¬ 
ence in the nature of the case. 

If any shall still object and say, why is it not 
necessary that the cause should be considered, in 
order to determine whether anything be worthy of 
blame or praise ? is it agreeable to reason and 
common sense, that a man is to be praised or blamed 
for that which he is not the cause or author of, 
and has no hand in ? 

I answer: Such phrases as being the cause , being 
the author , having a hand, and the like, are am¬ 
biguous. They are most vulgarly understood for 
being the designing voluntary cause, or caused by 
antecedent choice; and it is most certain, that 
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men are not, in this sense, the causes or authors of 
the first act of their wills, in any case, as certain 
as anything is or ever can be, for nothing can be 
more certain than that a thing is not before it is, 
nor a thing of the same kind before the first thing 
of that kind ; and so no choice before the first 
choice. As the phrase, being the author , may be 
understood, not of being the producer by an ante¬ 
cedent act of will, but as a person may be said 
to be the author of the act of will itself, by his 
being the immediate agent, or the being that is 
acting , or in exercise in that act; if the phrase of 
being the author is used to signify this, then doubt¬ 
less common sense requires men’s being the authors 
of their own acts of will, in order to their being 
esteemed worthy of praise or dispraise, on account 
of them. And common sense teaches, that they 
must be the authors of external actions , in the 
former sense, namely, their being the causes of 
them by an act of will or choice, in order to their 
being justly blamed or praised: but it teaches no 
such thing with respect to the acts of the will 
themselves. But this may appear more manifest 
by the things which will be observed m the fol¬ 
lowing section. 
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SECTION II. 

THE FALSENESS AND INCONSISTENCE OF THAT METAPHY¬ 
SICAL NOTION OF ACTION AND AGENCY WHICH SEEMS 
TO BE GENERALLY ENTERTAINED BY THE DEFENDERS 
OF THE ARMINIAN DOCTRINE CONCERNING LIBERTY, 
MORAL AGENCY, ETC. 

One thing, that is made very much a ground of 
argument and supposed demonstration by Ar- 
minians, in defence of the fore-mentioned principles 
concerning moral agency, virtue, vice, &c., is their 
metaphysical notion of agency and action . They 
say, unless the soul has a self-determining power, 
it has no power of action ; if its volitions be not 
caused by itself, but are excited and determined 
by some extrinsic cause, they cannot be the soul’s 
own uct8 ; and that the soul cannot be active, but 
must be wholly passive, in those effects which’it is 
the subject of necessarily, and not from its own 
free determination. 

Mr. Chubb lays the foundation of his scheme of 
liberty, and of his arguments to support it, very 
much in this position, that man is an agent, and 
capable of action. Which doubtless is true; but 
self-determination belongs to his notion of action 
and is the very essence of it. Whence he infers* 
that it is impossible for a man to act and be acted 
upon, in the same thing, at the same time; and 
that nothing that is an action, can be the effect of 
the action of another: and he insists, that a 
necessary agent, or an agent that is n^essarily 
determined to act, is a plain contradiction. 

But those are a precarious sort of demonstra- 
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tions, which men build on the meaning that they 
arbitrarily affix to a word; especially when that 
meaning is abstruse, inconsistent, and entirely 
diverse from the original sense of the word in 
common speech. 

That the meaning of the word action , as Mr. 
Chubb and many others use it, is utterly unin¬ 
telligible and inconsistent, is manifest, because it 
belongs to their notion of an action, that it is 
something wherein is no passion or passiveness; 
that is (according to their sense of passiveness), it 
is under the power, influence, or action of no 
cause. And this implies, that action has no cause, 
and is no effect; for to be an effect implies passive- 
ness, or the being subject to the power and action 
of its cause. And yet they hold, that the mind's 
action is the effect of its own determination; yea, 
the mind's free and voluntary determination, which 
is the same with free choice. So that action is the 
effect of something preceding, even a preceding 
act of choice: and consequently, in this effect, the 
mind is passive, subject to the power and action 
of the preceding cause, which is the foregoing 
choice, and therefore cannot be active. So that 
here we have this contradiction, that action is 
always the effect of foregoing choice, and therefoie 
cannot be action; because it is 'passive to the 
power of that preceding causal choice; and 
the mind cannot be active and passive in the 
same thing, at the same time. Again, they say, 
necessity is utterly inconsistent with action, and 
a necessary action is a contradiction; and so 

their notion of action implies contingence, * and 

excludes all necessity. And, therefore, .their 
notion of action implies, that it has no necessary 
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dependence or connection with anythin** fore- 
going; for such a dependence or connection 
excludes contingence, and implies necessity. And 
yet their notion of action implies necessity, and 
supposes that it is necessary, and cannot be con¬ 
tingent. For they suppose, that whatever is 
properly called action, must be determined by the 
will and free choice ; and this is as much as to sav, 
that it must be necessary, being dependent upon,’ 
and determined by something foregoing, namely, 
a foregoing act of choice. Again, it belongs to 
their notion of action, of that which is a proper and 
mere act, that it is the beginning of motion, or of 
exertion of power; but yet it is implied in their 
no ion of action, that it is not the beginning of 
motion or exertion of power, but is consequent and 
dependent on a preceding exertion of power, viz., 
the power of will and choice; for they say there 
is no proper action but what is freely chosen, or 
which is the same thing, determined by a foregoing 
act of free choice. But if any of them shall set 
cause to deny this, and say they hold no such thing, 
as that every action is chosen or determined by a 
loregomg choice, but that the very first exertion 
ol will only, undetermined by any preceding act, 
is properly called action; then I say, such a man’s 
notion of action implies necessity; for what the 
mind is the subject of, without the determination 
ot its own previous choice, it is the subject of 
necessarily, as to any hand that free choice has in 
the affair and without any ability the mind has to 
prevent it by any will or election of its own • 
because, by the supposition, it precludes all pre¬ 
vious acts of the will or choice in the case, which 
migh^prevent it. So that it is again, in this other 

2 F 



284 THE ARMINIAN NOTION OF ACTION Part IV. 

% 

-— - ■ —■ ' - ■■ — ■ ■— ■ ■ 1 - 

way, implied in their notion of act, that it is both 
necessary and not necessary. Again, it belongs to 
their notion of an act , that it is no effect of a pre¬ 
determining bias or preponderation, but springs 
immediately out of indifference; and this implies, 
that it cannot be from foregoing choice, which is 
foregoing preponderation: if it be not habitual, 
but occasional, yet if it causes the act, it is truly 
previous, efficacious, and determining. And yet, 
at the same time, it is essential to their notion of 
the act, that it is what the agent is the author of 
freely and voluntarily, and that is by previous 
choice and design. 

So that according to their notion of the act, 
considered with regard to its consequences, these 
following things are all essential to it, viz ., That 
it should be necessary, and not necessary; that it 
should be from a cause, and no cause; that it 
should be the fruit of choice and design, and not 
the fruit of choice and design; that it should be 
the beginning of motion or exertion, and yet con¬ 
sequent on previous exertion ; that it should be 
before it is; that it should spring immediately out 
of indifference and equilibrium, and yet be the 
effect of preponderation; that it should be self- 
originated, and also have its original from some¬ 
thing else; that it is what the mind causes itself, 
of its own will, and can produce or prevent, 
according to its choice or pleasure, and yet what 
the mind has no power to prevent, precluding all 
previous choice in the affair. 

So that an act, according to their metaphysical 
notion of it, is something of which there is no 
idea; it is nothing but a confusion of the 'mind, 
excited by words, without any distinct meaning, 



Sect. II. 


FALSE AND INCONSISTENT. 


and is an absolute nonentity; and that in two 
respects. (1.) There is nothing in the world that 
ever was, is, or can be, to answer the things which 
must belong to its description, according to what 
they suppose to be essential to it. And (2.) there 
neither is, nor ever was, nor can be, any notion or 
idea to answer the word, as they use and explain 
it. -ror, it we should suppose any such notion, it 
would many ways destroy itself. But it is impos¬ 
sible any idea or notion should subsist in the mind 
whose very nature and essence which constitutes 
it, destroys it. If some learned philosopher, who 
nad been abroad, in giving an account of the 
curious observations he had made in his travels 
should say, “ he had been in Terra del Fuego, and 
there had seen an animal, which he calls by a 
certain name, that begat and brought forth itself, 
and yet had a sire and dam distinct from itself; 
that it had an appetite, and was hungry before it 
had a being; that his master, who led him, and 
governed him at his pleasure, was always governed 
y him, and driven by him where he pleased; that, 
when he moved, he always took a step before the 
hrst step; that he went with his head first, and 
yet always went tail foremost; and this, though he 
had neither head nor tail:” it would be no impu¬ 
dence at all to tell such a traveller, though a 
learned man, that he himself had no notion or idea 
ot such an animal as he gave an account of, and 
never had, nor ever would have. 

As the fore-mentioned notion of action is very 
inconsistent, so it is wholly diverse from the 
ongiqal meaning of the word. The more usual 
signification of it, in vulgar speech, seems to be 
some faotwn or exertion of power, that is volun- ' 
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tary, or that is the effect of the will , and is used in 
the same sense as doing ; and most commonly it is 
used to signify outward actions. So thinking is 
often distinguished from acting , and desiring and 
willing from doing. 

Besides this more usual and proper signification 
of the word action , there are other ways in which 
the word is used that are less proper, which yet 
have place in common speech. Often-times it is 
used to signify some motion or alteration in inani¬ 
mate things, with relation to some object and 
effect. So, the spring of a watch is said to act 
upon the chain and wheels; the sunbeams, to act 
upon plants and trees; and the fire, to act upon 
wood. Sometimes the word is used to signify 
motions, alterations, and exertions of power, which 
are seen in corporeal things, considered absolutely; 
especially when these motions seem to arise from 
some internal cause which is hidden ; so that they 
have a greater resemblance of those motions of our 
bodies, which are the effects of natural volition, or 
invisible exertions of will. So, the fermentation 
of liquor, the operations of the loadstone, and of 
electrical bodies, are called the action of these 
things. And sometimes, the word action is used to 
signify the exercise of thought, or of will and 
inclination : so meditating, loving, hating, inclin¬ 
ing, disinclining, choosing, and refusing, may © 
sometimes called acting; though more rare y 
(unless it be by philosophers and metaphysicians; 

than in any of the other senses. . 

But the word is never used in vulgar speech m 
that sense which Arminian divines use jt in, 
namely, for the self-determinate exercise of the 
will, or an exertion of the soul, that arises w?thout 
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any necessary connection with anything foregoing. 
If a man does something voluntarily, or as the 
effect of his choice, then, in the most proper sense, 
and as the word is most originally and commonly 
used, he is said to act; but whether that choice or 
volition be self-determined, or no; whether it be 
connected with foregoing habitual bias; whether 
it be the certain effect of the strongest motive, or 
some intrinsic cause, never comes into considera¬ 
tion in the meaning of the word. 

And if the word action is arbitrarily used by 
some men otherwise, to suit some scheme of meta¬ 
physic or morality, no argument can reasonably be 
founded on such a use of this term, to prove any¬ 
thing but their own pleasure. For divines and 
philosophers strenuously to urge such arguments, 
as though they were sufficient to support and 
demonstrate a whole scheme of moral philosophy 
and divinity, is certainly to erect a mighty edifice 
on the sand, or rather on a shadow. And though 
it may now perhaps, through custom, have be¬ 
come natural for them to use the word in this 
sense (if that may be called a sense or meaning, 
which is inconsistent with itself), yet this does not 
prove that it is agreeable to the natural notions 
men have of things, or that there can be anything 
in the creation that should answer such a meaning. 
And though they appeal to experience, yet the 
truth is, that men are so far from experiencing 
any such thing, that it is impossible for them to 
have any conception of it. 

If it should be objected, that action and passion 
are doubtless words of a contrary signification; 
but to suppose that the agent, in its action, is un¬ 
der the power and influence of something intrinsic, 
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is to confound action and passion, and make them 
the same thing: 

I answer, that action and passion are doubtless, 
as they are sometimes used, words of opposite 
signification ; but not as signifying opposite exist¬ 
ences, but only opposite relations. The words 
cause and effect are terms of opposite signification; 
but nevertheless, if I assert that the same thing 
may, at the same time, in different respects and 
relations, be both cause and effect, this will not 
prove that I confound the terms. The soul may 
be both active and passive in the same thing in 
different respects; active with relation to one thing, 
and passive with relation to another. The word 
passion, when set in opposition to action, or rather 
activeness, is merely a relative: it signifies no 
effect or cause, nor any proper existence; but is 
the same with passiveness, or a being passive, or a 
being acted upon by some thing. Which is a mere 
relation of a thing to some power or force exerted 
by some cause, producing some effect in it or upon 
it. And action , when set properly in opposition 
to passion, or passiveness, is no real existence; it 
is not the same with an action, but is a mere rela¬ 
tion : it is the activeness of something on another 
thing, being the opposite relation to the other, 
viz., a relation of power, or force, exerted by some 
cause towards another thing, which is the subject 
of the effect of that power. Indeed, the word 
action is frequently used to signify something not 
merely relative , but more absolute , and a real ex¬ 
istence ; as when we say an action; when the 
word is not used transitively, but absolutely, for 
some motion or exercise of body or mind, without 
any relation to any object or effect: and as' used 
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thus, it is not properly the opposite of passion, 
which ordinarily signifies nothing absolute, but 
merely the relation of being acted upon. And, 
therefore, if the word action be used in the like 
relative sense, then action and passion are only 
two contrary relations. And it is no absurdity to 
suppose, that contrary relations may belong to the 
same thing, at the same time, with respect to dif¬ 
ferent things. So, to suppose that there are acts 
of the soul by which a man voluntarily moves, 
and acts upon objects, and produces effects, which 
yet themselves are effects of something else, and 
wherein the soul itself is the object of something 
acting upon, and influencing that, does not at all 
confound action and passion. The words may 
nevertheless be properly of opposite signification : 
there may be as true and real a difference between 
acting and being caused to act , though we should 
suppose the soul to be both in the same volition, 
as there is between living and being quickened, or 
made to live. It is no more a contradiction, to 
suppose that action may be the effect of some other 
cause besides the agent, or being that acts, than to 
suppose, that life may be the effect of some other 
cause, besides the liver, or the being that lives, in 
whom life is caused to be. 

The thing which has led men into this incon¬ 
sistent notion of action, when applied to volition, 
as though it were essential to this internal action, 
that the agent should be self-determined in it, 
and that the will should be the cause of it, was 
probably this,—that, according to the sense of 
mankind, and the common use of language, it is 
so, with respect to men’s external actions, which 
are w'hat originally, and according to the vulgar 
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use and most proper sense of the word, are called 
actions . Men in these are self-directed, self- 
determined, and their wills are the cause of the 
motions of their bodies, and the external things 
that are done; so that unless men do them volun¬ 
tarily, and of choice, and the action be determined 
by their antecedent volition, it is no action or 
doing of theirs. Hence some metaphysicians 
have been led unwarily, but exceeding absurdly, 
to suppose the same concerning volition itself, 
that that also must be determined by the will; 
which is to be determined by antecedent volition, 
as the motion of the body is; not considering the 
contradiction it implies. 

But it is very evident, that 
distinction between action and passion (though 
long since become common and the general 
vogue), due care has not been taken to conform 
language to the nature of things, or to any dis¬ 
tinct, clear ideas;—as it is in innumerable other 
philosophical, metaphysical terms used in these 
disputes; which has occasioned inexpressible diffi¬ 
culty, contention, error, and confusion. 

And thus probably it came to be thought that 
necessity was inconsistent with action, as these 
terms are applied to volition. First, these terms, 
action and necessity , are changed from their 
original meaning, as signifying external volun¬ 
tary action and constraint (in which meaning they 
are evidently inconsistent), to signify quite other 
things, viz., volition itself, and certainty of exist¬ 
ence. And when the change of signification is 
made, care is not taken to make proper allowances 
and abatements for the difference of sense ; but 
still the same things are unwarily attributed to 


in the metaphysical 
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action and necessity, in the new meaning of the 
words, which plainly belonged to them in their 
first sense; and on this ground, maxims are estab¬ 
lished without any real foundation, as though 
the} r were the most certain truths, and the most 
evident dictates of reason. 

But, however strenuously it is maintained, that 
what is necessary cannot be properly called action, 
and that a necessary action is a contradiction, yet 

are few Arminian divines, 
who, if thoroughly tried, would stand to these 
principles. They will allow, that God is, in the 
highest sense, an active being, and the highest 
fountain of life and action ; and they would not 
probably deny, that those that are called God’s 
acts of righteousness, holiness, and faithfulness, 
are truly and properly God’s acts, and God is 
really a holy agent in them; and yet, I trust, they 

den y> ^at ^ od necessarily acts justly and 
faithfully, and that it is impossible for him to act 
unrighteously and unholily. 


SECTION III. 

THE REASONS WHY SOME THINK IT CONTRARY TO C03IM0N 
SENSE TO SUPPOSE THOSE THINGS WHICH ARE NECES¬ 
SARY TO BE WORTHY OF EITHER PRAISE OR BLAME. 

It is abundantly affirmed and urged by Arminian 
writers, that it is contrary to common sense, and 
the natural notions and apprehensions of man¬ 
kind,. to suppose otherwise than that necessity 
(making no distinction between natural and moral 
necessity) is inconsistent with virtue and vice 
pra?ise and blame, reward and punishment. And 
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their arguments from hence have been greatly 
triumphed in ; and have been not a little per¬ 
plexing to many, who have been friendly to the 
truth, as clearly revealed in the holy Scriptures: 
it has seemed to them indeed difficult, to reconcile 
Calvinistic doctrines with the notions men com¬ 
monly have of justice and equity. And the true 

reasons of it seem to be these that follow. 

I. It is indeed a very plain dictate of common 
sense, that natural necessity is wholly incon¬ 
sistent with just praise or blame. If ao 

things which in themselves are very good, tit to 
be brought to pass, and very happy effects, pro¬ 
perly against their wills, and cannot help it; oi 
do them from a necessity that is without their 
wills, or with which their wills have no concern 
or connection ; then it is a plain dictate of common 
sense, that it is none of their virtue, nor any mo™ 1 
good in them ; and that they are not worthy to be 
rewarded or praised, or at all esteemed, honoure , 
or loved, on that account. And, on the other 
hand, that if, from like necessity, they do those 
things which in themselves are very unhappy and 
pernicious, and do them because they cannot help 
it; the necessity is such, that it is all one whether 
they will them or no; and the reason why they 
are done, is from necessity only, and not rom 
their wills: it is a very plain dictate of common 
sense, that they are not at all to blame; there is 
no vice, fault, or moral evil, at all in the enec 
done; nor are they who are thus necessitated, in 
any wise worthy to be punished, hated, or in the 

least disrespected, on that account. - 

In like manner, if things, in themselves good 
and desirable, are absolutely impossible, with a 
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natural impossibility, the universal reason of man¬ 
kind teaches, that this wholly and perfectly excuses 
persons in their not doing them. 

And it is also a plain dictate of common sense, 
that if the doing things in themselves good, or 
avoiding things in themselves evil, is not absolutely 
impossible , with such a natural impossibility, but 
very difficulty with a natural difficulty, that is, a 
difficulty prior to , and not at all consisting in will 
and inclination itself, and which would remain the 
same, let the inclination be what it will; then a 
person s neglect or omission is excused in some 
measure , though not wholly ; his sin is less aggra¬ 
vated than if the thing to be done were easy. And 
if instead of difficulty and hinderance, there be a 
contrary natural propensity in the state of things 
to the thing to be done, or effect to be brought to 
pass, abstracted from any consideration of the 
inclination of the heart; though the propensity 
be not so great as to amount to a natural necessity, 
yet being some approach to it, so that the doing 
the good thing be very much from this natural 
tendency in the state of things, and but little from 
a good inclination ; then it is a dictate of common 
sense, that there is so much the less virtue in what 
is done ; and so it is less praiseworthy and reward- 
able. The reason is easy, viz., because such a 
natural propensity or tendency is an approach to 
natural necessity ; and the greater the propensity, 
still so much the nearer is the approach to neces¬ 
sity. And, therefore, as natural necessity takes 
away or shuts out all virtue, so this propensity 
approaches to an abolition of virtue; that is, it 
diminishes it. And, on the other hand, natural 
difficulty, in the state of things, is an approach to 
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natural impossibility. And as the latter, when it 
is complete and absolute, wholly takes away blame, 
so such difficulty takes away some blame, or 
diminishes blame ; and makes the thing done to 
be less worthy of punishment. 

II. Men, in their first use of such phrases as 
these, must y cannot, cannot help it, cannot avoid 
it, necessary, unable, impossible , unavoidable , 
irresistible, &c., use them to signify a necessity of 
constraint or restraint, a natural necessity or im¬ 
possibility ; or some necessity that the will has 
nothing to do in ; which may be, whether men 
will or no ; and which may be supposed to be just 
the same, let men’s inclinations and desires be what 
they will. Such kind of terms in their original 
use, I suppose, among all nations, are relative; 
carrying in their signification (as was before 
observed) a reference or respect to some contrary 
will, desire, or endeavour, which, it is supposed, 
is, or may be, in the case. All men find, and begin 
to find in early childhood, that there are innumer¬ 
able things that cannot be done, which they desire 
to do ; and innumerable things, which they are 
averse to, that must be, they cannot avoid them, 
they will be, whether they choose them or no. 1^ 
is to express this necessity, which men so soon and 
so often find, and which so greatly and early affects 
them in innumerable cases, that such terms and 
phrases are first formed; and it is to signify such 
a necessity, that they are first used, and that they 
are most constantly used, in the common affairs of 
life ; and not to signify any such metaphysical, 
speculative, and abstract notion, as that connection 
in the nature or course of things, which is between 
the subject and predicate of a proposition, ,nnd 
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which is the foundation of the certain truth of that 
proposition ; to signify which, they who employ 
themselves in philosophical inquiries into the first 
ongin and metaphysical relations and dependencies 
ot things have borrowed these terms, for want of 
others. But we grow up from our cradles in a use 

ot such terms and phrases entirely different from 

this and carrying a sense exceeding diverse from 
that in which they are commonly used in the con¬ 
troversy between Arminians and Calvinists. And 
it being as was said before, a dictate of the 
universal sense of mankind, evident to us as soon 
as we begin to think, that the necessity signified 
by these terms, in the sense in which we first learn 
them, does excuse persons and free them from all 
auit or blame ; hence our idea of excusableness or 
tactlessness is tied to these terms and phrases by 

fioon° n ng ha i blt - Whlch is be » un in childhood, as 
soon as we begin to speak, and grows up with us, 

and is strengthened by constant use and custom, 
the connection growing stronger and stronger. 

ihe habitual connection which is in men’s minds 
between blamelessness and those fore-mentioned 
erms, mast, cannot, unable , necessary, impos¬ 
sible, unavoidable, &c., becomes very strong • 
because as soon as ever men begin to use reason 
and speech, they have occasion to excuse them¬ 
selves, from the natural necessity signified by these 
terms, m numerous instances —I cannot do it ■ 

I could not help it. And all mankind have con¬ 
stant and daily occasion to use such phrases in 
this sense, to excuse themselves and others in 
almost all the concerns of life, with respect to 
disappointments and things that happen, which 
oo^ern and affect ourselves and others, that are 
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hurtful, or disagreeable to us or them, or things 
desirable, that we or others fail of! 

That a being accustomed to an union of different 
ideas, from early childhood, makes the habitual 
connection exceeding strong, as though such con¬ 
nection were owing to nature , is manifest in 
innumerable instances. It is altogether by such 
an habitual connection of ideas, that men judge of 
the bigness or distance of the objects of sight, 
from their appearance. Thus, it is owing to such 
a connection, early established, and growing up 
with a person, that he judges a mountain, which 
he sees at ten miles , distance, to be bigger than his 
nose, or further off than the end of it. Having 
been used so long to join a considerable distance 
and magnitude with such an appearance, men 
imagine it is by a dictate of natural sense ; whereas, 
it would be quite otherwise with one that had his 
eyes newly opened, who had been born blind : he 
would have the same visible appearance, but natural 
sense would dictate no such thing, concerning the 
magnitude or distance of what appeared. 

III. When men, after they had been so habituated 
to connect ideas of innocency or blamelessness with 
such terms, that the union seems to be the effect 
of mere nature, come to hear the same terms used, 
and learn to use them themselves, in the^ f°f®" 
mentioned new and metaphysical sense, to signify 
- quite another sort of necessity, which has no such 
kind of relation to a contrary supposable will and 
endeavour ; the notion of plain and manifest blame- 
lessness, by this means, is, by a strong prejudice, 
insensibly and unwarily transferred to a case to 
which it by no means belongs : the change of the 
use of the terms, to a signification which is very 
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diverse, not being* taken notice of, or adverted to. 
And there are several reasons why it is not. 

1. The terms, as used by philosophers, are not 
very distinct and clear in their meaning: few use 
them in a fixed, determined sense. On the con- 
^ary, then- meaning is very vague and confused. 
Which is what commonly happens to the words 
used to signify things intellectual and moral, and 
to express what Mr. Locke calls mixed modes. 
It men had a clear and distinct understanding of 
vhat is intended by these metaphysical terms 
they would be able more easily to compare them 
with their original and common sense; and so 
^ ould not be so easily led into delusion by no sort 
^ e ^? 8 *** wor ld, as by words of this sort. 

• 77 change of the signification of the terms 
is the more insensible, because the things sio-ni- 
ned, though indeed very different, yet do° in 
some generals agree. In necessity , that which is 
vulgarly so called, there is a strong connection 
e ween the thing said to be necessary, and some 
hmg antecedent to it in the order of nature ; so 
there is also in philosophical necessity . And 
though m both kinds of necessity the connection 
cannot be called by that name, with relation to an 
opposite will or endeavour, to which it is supeHor; 
which is the case in vulgar necessity; yet in 
both, the connection is prior to will and endea¬ 
vour, and so, in some respect, superior .. I n both 
kinds of necessity, there is a foundation for some 
certainty of the proposition that affirms the 
event. The terms used being the same, and the 
Ihings signified agreemg in these and some other 
general circumstances; and the expressions, as 
used by philosophers, being not well defined 
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and so of obscure and loose signification ; hence 
persons are not aware of the great difference : and 
the notions of innocence or faultiness, which were 
so strongly associated with them, and were strictly 
united in their minds, ever since they can remem¬ 
ber, remain united with them still, as if the union 
were altogether natural and necessary , and they 
that go about to make a separation, seem to them 
to do great violence, even to nature itself. 

IY. Another reason why it appears difficult 
to reconcile it with reason, that men should be 
blamed for that which is necessary with a moral 
necessity (which, as was observed before, is a 
species of philosophical necessity), is, that for 
want of due consideration, men inwardly en¬ 
tertain that apprehension, that this necessity may 
be against men’s wills and sincere endeavours. 
They go away with that notion, that men may 
truly will, and wish, and strive, that it may be 
otherwise, but that invincible necessity stands in 
the way. And many think thus concerning them¬ 
selves : some, that are wicked men, think they 
wish that they were good, that they loved God 
and holiness; but yet do not find that their 
wishes produce the effect. The reasons why men 
think so, are as follow : (1.) They find what may 
be called an indirect willingness to have a better 
will, in the manner before observed. For it is 
impossible, and a contradiction, to suppose the 
will to be directly and properly against itself. 
And they do not consider, that this indirect wil¬ 
lingness is entirely a different t hin g from properly 
willing the thing that is the duty and virtue 
required ; and that there is no virtue in that sort 
of willingness which they have. They do not 
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consider, that the volitions which a wicked man 
may have that he loved God, are no acts of the 
W!ll at all against the moral evil of not lovino- 

-Rf ’v bUt T- 7 S °, lne disa greeable consequences” 
-But the making the requisite distinction requires 
more care of reflection and thought than most 

inTw USe V°‘ And men ’ throu S h a prejudice 
in their own favour, are disposed to think well of 

their own desires and dispositions, and to account 

virtue 8 Z T Vlr i U0US ’ thou n h thpir respect to 
viitue be only indirect and remote, and it is 

nothing at all that is virtuous that trulv excites 

or terminates their inclinations. (2.) Another 

thing that insensibly leads and beguiles men into 

a supposition that this moral necessity or imnossi- 

or ma y be, against men’s wills and true 
endeavours, is the derivation and formation of the 

it ThichT h’ that ar ° ° ftCn USed to cx pross 

it, which is such as seems directly to point to 
and holds this forth. Such words, for instance as 

c”S y\ Un n Zin <lljle f tmpossib,e ’ ^resistible, which 
evprLl P !i reference to a supposable power 
1, endeavours used, resistance made, in op- 
position to the necessity: and the persons that 

near them, not considering nor suspecting but that 

u- n y “, e u * ed m tkeir proper sense ; that sense 
being therefore understood, there does naturallv 

and as it were necessarily, arise in their minds 

a supposition, that it may be so indeed, that true 

desires and endeavours may take place, but that 

invincible necessity stands in the way, and renders 
them vain and to no effect. 

re I; f n ° ther thi ? g ; 'T hlch makes Persons more 
ready to suppose ,t to be contrary to reason, that 

men shpuld be exposed to the punishments threat- 

2 G 
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ened to sin, for doing those things which. are 
morally necessary, or not doing those things 
morally impossible, is, that imagination strengthens 
the argument, and adds greatly to the power and 
influence of the seeming reasons against it, from 
the greatness of that punishment. To allow that 
they may be justly exposed to a small punishment, 
would not be so difficult. Whereas, if there 
were any good reason in the case, if it were truly 
a dictate of reason, that such necessity was incon¬ 
sistent with faultiness, or just punishment, the 
demonstration would be equally certain with re¬ 
spect to a small punishment, or any punishment 
at all as a very great one; but it is not equally 
easy to the imagination. They that argue against 
the justice 0 f damning men for those things that 
are thus necessary, seem to make their argument 
the stronger, by setting forth the greatness ot the 
punishment in strong expressions 1 hat a man 
should he cast into eternal burnings, that he 
should he made to fry in hell to all eternity , for 
those things which he had no power to avoid, and 
was under a fatal, unfrustrable, invincible neces¬ 
sity of doing. 


SECTION IV. 


IT IS AGREEABLE TO COMMON SENSE AND THE NATURAL 
NOTIONS OF MANKIND, TO SUPPOSE MORAL NECESSITy 
TO BE CONSISTENT WITH PRAISE AND BLAME, REWARD 


and punishment. 

Whether the reasons that have been given, ' v 'hv 
it appears difficult to some persons to reconcile 
with common sense the praising or blaming, 
warding or punishing those things whic 
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morally necessary, are thought satisfactory, or 
not; yet it most evidently appears, by the fol¬ 
lowing things, that if this* matter be rightly un¬ 
derstood, setting aside all delusion arising from 
the impropriety and ambiguity of terms, this is 
not at all inconsistent with the natural apprehen¬ 
sions of mankind, and that sense of things which 
is found everywhere in the common people, who 
are furthest from having their thoughts perverted 
from their natural channel, by metaphysical and 
philosophical subtilties; but, on the contrary, alto¬ 
gether agreeable to , and the very voice and dictate 
of this natural and vulgar sense. 

I. This will appear, if we consider what the 
vulgar notion of blameworthiness is. The idea 
which the common people, through all ages and 
nations, have of faultiness, I suppose to be°plainlv 
this; a person’s being or doing wrong , with his 
own will and pleasure; containing these two 
tilings : 1. Ills doing wrong when he does as he 
pleases : 2. Ilis pleasures being wrong . Or, in 
other words, perhaps more intelligibly expressing 
their notion, a person’s having his heart un'ong, 
and doing wrong from his heart And this is the 
sum total of the matter. 

The common people do not ascend up in their 
reflections and abstractions to the metaphysical 
sources, relations, and dependencies of things, in 
order to form their notion of faultiness or blame¬ 
worthiness. They do not wait till they have de¬ 
cided by their refinings, what first determines the 
will; whether it be determined by somethino- 
extrinsic or intrinsic; whether volition determines 
volition, or whether the understanding determines 
the will; whether there be any such thing as 
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metaphysicians mean by contingence (if they have 
any meaning); whether there be a sort of a 
strange, unaccountable sovereignty m the will, in 
the exercise of which, by its own sovereign acts, 
it brings to pass all its own sovereign acts, ihey 
do not° take any part of their notion of fault or 
blame from the resolution of any such questions. 
If this were the case, there are multitudes, yea the 
far greater part of mankind, nine hundred and 
ninety-nine out of a thousand, would live and die 
without having anv such notion as that of fault 
ever entering into their heads, or without so much 
as one having any conception that any body was 
to be either blamed or commended for anything. 
To be sure it would he a long time before men 
came to have such notions. Whereas it is mani¬ 
fest, they are some of the first notions that appear 
in children; who discover, as soon as they can 
think, or speak, or act at all as rational creatures, 
a sense of desert. And certainly, in forming their 
notion of it, they make no use of metaphysics. 
All the ground they go upon consists in these two 
things, experience, and a natural fensahon J 
certain fitness or agreeableness which there is 
uniting such moral evil as is above described, viz., 
a beina or doing wrong with the will, and r 
mentfin others, and pain inflicted on the person m 
whom this moral evil is. Which natural sense 

what we call by the name of conscience. 

It is true the common people and children, 1 

their notion of any faulty act or deed, o any P 
son, do suppose that it is the person s own , 

understand by a thing’s being a person s own deed 
or action: even that it is something done y 
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of choice. That some exercise or motion should 
begin of itself, does not belong to their notion of 
an action or doing. If so, it would belong to their 
notion of it, that it is something which is the cause 
of its own beginning; and that is as much as to 
say, that it is before it begins to be. Nor is their 
notion of an action , some motion or exercise that 
begins accidentally, without any cause or reason ; 
for that is contrary to one of the prime dictates of 
common sense, namely, that ever} r thing that begins 
to be, has some cause or reason why it is. 

The common people, in their notion of a faulty 
or praiseworthy deed or work done by anyone, do 
suppose that the man does it in the exercise of 
liberty . But then their notion of liberty is only a 
person’s having opportunity of doing as he pleases. 
They have no notion of liberty consisting in the 
will’s first acting, and so causing its own acts; and 
determining, and so causing its own determina¬ 
tions ; or choosing, and so causing its own choice. 
Such a notion of liberty is what none have, but 
those that have darkened their own minds with 
confused metaphysical speculation, and abstruse 
and ambiguous terms. If a man is not restrained 
from acting as his will determines, or constrained 
to act otherwise; then he has liberty, according to 
common notions of liberty, without taking into the 
idea that grand contradiction of all, the determi¬ 
nations of a man’s free will being the effects of the 
determinations of his free wilL Nor have men 
commonly any notion of freedom consisting in in¬ 
difference. For if so, then it would be agreeable 
to tjieir notion, that the greater indifference men 
act with, the more freedom they act with ; whereas 
the reverse is true. He that, in acting, proceeds 
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with the fullest inclination, does what he does with 
the greatest freedom, according to common sense. 
And so far is it from being agreeable to common 
sense, that such liberty as consists in indifference 
is requisite to praise or blame, that, on the con- 
trary, the dictate of every man's natural sense 
through the world is, that the further he is from 
being indifferent in his acting good or evil, and 
the more he does either with full and strong incli¬ 
nation, the more is he esteemed or abhorred, 
commended or condemned. 

II. If it were inconsistent with the common 
sense of mankind, that men should be either to be 
blamed or commended in any volitions they have, 
or fail of, in case of moral necessity or impossi¬ 
bility ; then it would surely also be agreeable to 
the same sense and reason of mankind, that the 
nearer the case approaches to such a moral neces¬ 
sity or impossibility, either through a strong 
antecedent moral propensity, on the one hand,* 
or a great antecedent opposition and difficulty, on 
the other, the nearer does it approach to a being 
neither blamable nor commendable; so that acts 
exerted with such preceding propensity, would be 
worthy of proportionably less praise; and when 
omitted, the act being attended with such diffi¬ 
culty, the omission would be worthy of the less 
blame. It is so, as was observed before, with 
natural necessity and impossibility, propensity 
and difficulty : as it is a plain dictate of the sense 
of all mankind, that natural necessity and impos¬ 
sibility take away all blame and praise; and, there- 

* It is here argued, on the supposition that not all 
implies moral necessity, but only some very high degree; 
none will deny. * 



Sect. IV. AGREEABLE TO COMMON SENSE . 


305 


fore, that the nearer the approach is to these, 
through previous propensity or difficulty, so 
praise and blame are proportionably diminished. 
And if it were as much a dictate of common 
sense, that moral necessity of doing, or impossi¬ 
bility of avoiding, takes away ail praise and 
blame, as that natural necessity or impossibility 
does this; then, by a perfect parity of reason, it 
would be as much the dictate of common sense, 
that an approach to moral necessitj' of doing, or 
impossibility of avoiding, diminishes praise and 
blame, as that an approach to natural necessity 
and impossibility does so. It is equally the voice 
of common sense, that persons are excusable in 
part in neglecting things difficult against their 
wills, as that they are excusable wholly in neg¬ 
lecting things impossible against their wills. 
And if it made no difference, whether the im¬ 
possibility were natural, and against the will, or 
moral, lying in the will, with regard to excusable¬ 
ness ; so neither would it make any difference, 
whether the difficulty, or approach to necessity, 
be natural against the will, or moral, tying in the 
propensity of the will. 

But it is apparent, that the reverse of these 
things is true. If there be an approach to a moral 
necessity in a man’s exertion of good acts of will, 
they being the exercise of a strong propensity to 
good, and a very powerful love to virtue; it is so 
far from being the dictate of common sense, that 
he is less virtuous, and the less to be esteemed, 
loved and praised; that it is agreeable to the 
natural notions of all mankind, that he is so much 
the better man, worthy of greater respect, and 
higher commendation. And the stronger the 
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inclination is, and the nearer it approaches to 
necessity in that respect; or to impossibility of 
neglecting the virtuous act, or of doing a vicious 
one ; still the more virtuous, and worthy of higher 
commendation. And, on the other hand, if a man 
exerts evil acts of mind; as, for instance, acts of 
pride or malice, from a rooted and strong habit 
or principle of haughtiness and maliciousness, and 
a violent propensity of heart to such acts; accord¬ 
ing to the natural sense of men, he is so far from 
being the less hateful and blamable on that 
account, that he is so much the more worthy to 
be detested and condemned by all that observe 
him. 

Moreover, it is manifest that it is no part of 

the notion, which mankind commonly have of a 

blamable or praiseworthy act of the will, that it 

is an act which is not determined by an ante- 

► 

cedent bias or motive, but by the sovereign power 
of the will itself; because, if so, the greater hand 
such causes have in determining any acts of the 
will, so much the less virtuous or vicious would 
they be accounted; and the less hand, the more 
virtuous or vicious. Whereas the reverse is true: 
men do not think a good act to be the less praise¬ 
worthy, for the agent’s being much determined in 
it by a good inclination or a good motive, but the 
more. And if good inclination or motive has but 
little influence in determining the agent, they do 
not think his act so much the more virtuous, but 
the less. And so concerning evil acts, which are 
determined by evil motives or inclinations. 

Yea, if it be supposed, that good or evil dispo¬ 
sitions are implanted in the hearts of men by 
nature itself (which, it is certain, is vulgarly sup- 
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posed ill innumerable eases), yet it is not commonly 
supposed, that men are worthy of no praise or dis¬ 
praise for such dispositions; although what is 
natural is undoubtedly necessary, nature being 
prior to all acts of the will whatsoever. Thus, for 
instance, if a man appears to be of a very haughty 
or malicious disposition, and is supposed to be so 
by his natural temper, it is no vulgar notion, no 
dictate of the common sense and apprehension of 
men, that such dispositions are no vices or moral 
evils, or that such persons are not worthy of dis- 
esteem, or odium aud dishonour ; or that the proud 
or malicious acts which flow from such natural 
dispositions, are worthy of no resentment. Yea, 
such vile natural dispositions, and the strength of 
them, will commonly be mentioned rather as an 
aggravation of the wicked acts that come from 
such a fountain, than an extenuation of them. 
Its beiug natural for men to act thus, is often 
observed by men in the height of their indi<ma- 
tiou : they will say, “ It is his very nature; he is 
oi a vile natural temper; it is as natural to him to 
act so, as it is to breathe; he cannot help serving 
the devil, &c. Hut it is not thus with regard to 
hurtful, mischievous things, that any are the sub¬ 
jects or occasions of, by natural necessity, against 
their inclinations. In such a case, the necessity, 
by the common voice of mankind, will be spoken 
of as a full excuse. Thus, it is very plain, that 
common sense makes a vast difference between 
these two kinds of necessity, as to the judgment it 

makes of their influence on the moral quality and 
desert of men s actions. 

And these dictates of men s minds are so natural 
and necessary, that it may be very much doubted 
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whether the Arminians themselves have ever got 
rid of them : yea, their greatest doctors, that have 
gone furthest in defence of their metaphysical 
notions of liberty, and have brought their argu¬ 
ments to their greatest strength, and, as they sup¬ 
pose, to a demonstration, against the consistence 
of virtue and vice with any necessity ; it is to be 
questioned, whether there’'is so much as one ot 
them, but that, if he suffered very much from the 
injurious acts of a man under the power of an in¬ 
vincible haughtiness and malignancy of temper, 
would not, from the fore-mentioned natural sense 
of mind, resent it far otherwise, than if as great 
sufferings came upon him from the wind that 
blows, and fire that burns, by natural necessity; 
and otherwise than he would, if he suffered as 
much from the conduct of a man perfectly de¬ 
lirious ; yea, though he first brought his distrac¬ 
tion upon him some way by his own fault. 

Some seem to disdain the distinction that we 
make between natural and moral necessity, as thoug 1 

it were altogether impertinent in this controversy. 

“ that which is necessary (say they) is necessary , 
it is that which must be, and cannot be prevented. 
And that which is impossible, is impossible, and 
cannot be done: and therefore none can be to 
blame for not doing it.” And such comparisons 
are made use of, as the commanding of a man to 
walk who has lost his legs, and condemning and 
punishing him for not obeying; inviting an ca 
in«- upon a man who is shut up in a strong prison, 
to come forth, &c. But, in these things, Armi¬ 
nians are very unreasonable. Let common sense 
determine whether there be not a great difference 
between these two cases; the one, that of a man 
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who has offended his prince, and is cast into prison; 
and after he has lain there a while, the king comes 
to him, calls him to come forth to him ; and tells 
him, that if he will do so, and will fall down before 
him, and humbly beg his pardon, he shall be for¬ 
given, and set at liberty, and also be greatly 
enriched, and advanced to honour: the prisoner 
heartily repents of the folly and wickedness of his 
offence against his prince, is thoroughly disposed 
to abase himself, and accept of the king’s offer; 
but is confined by strong walls, with gates of brass, 
and bars of iron. The other case is, that of a man 
who is of a very unreasonable spirit, of a haughty, 

wilful disposition ; and, moreover, has 
ht up in traitorous principles, and has 
his heart possessed with an extreme and inveterate 
enmity to his lawful sovereign ; and for his re¬ 
bellion is cast into prison and lies long there, loaden 
with heavy chains, and in miserable circumstances. 
At length the compassionate prince comes to the 
prison, orders his chains to be knocked off, and his 
prison-doors to be set wide open; calls to him, and 
tells him, if he will come forth to him, and fall 
down before him, acknowledge that he has treated 
him unworthily, and ask his forgiveness; he shall 
be forgiven, set at liberty, and set in a place of 
great dignity and profit in his court. But he is 
stout and stomachful, and full of haughty malig¬ 
nity, that he cannot be willing to accept the offer: 
his rooted strong pride and malice have perfect 
power over him, and as it were bind him, by 
binding his heart: the opposition of his heart has 
the. mastery over him, having an influence on his 
mind far superior to the king’s grace and con¬ 
descension, and to all his kind offers and promises. 
% 
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Now, is it agreeable to common sense to assert, 
and stand to it, that there is no difference between 
these two cases, as to any worthiness of blame in 
the prisoners; because, forsooth, there is a ne¬ 
cessity in both, and the required act in each case 
is impossible? It is true, a man’s evil dispositions 
may be as strong and immovable as the bars of a 
castle. But who cannot see, that when a man, in 
the latter case, is said to be unable to obey the 
command, the expression is used improperly, and 
not in the sense it has originally, and in common 
speech ; and that it may properly be said to be 
in the rebel’s power to come out of prison, seeing 
he can easily do it if he pleases; though by reason 
of his vile temper of heart, which is fixed and 
rooted, it is impossible that it should please him? 

Upon the whole, I presume there is no person 
of good understanding, who impartially considers 
the things which have been observed, but will 
allow, that it is not evident, from the dictates of 
the common sense, or natural notions of mankind, 
that moral necessity is inconsistent with praise 
and blame. And, therefore, if the Arminians 
would prove any such inconsistency, it must be by 
some philosophical and metaphysical arguments, 
and not common sense. 

There is a grand illusion in the pretended de¬ 
monstration of Arminians from common sense. 
The main strength of all these demonstrations 
lies in that prejudice, that arises through the 
insensible change of the use and meaning of such 
terms as liberty , able , unable , necessary, impossible ?, 
unavoidable , invincible, action , &c., from their ori¬ 
ginal and vulgar sense, to a-metaphysical sense, 
entirely diverse; and the strong connection of 
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the ideas of blamelessness, &c., with some of these 
terms, by a habit contracted and established while 
these terms were used in their first meaning. 
This prejudice and delusion is the foundation of 
all those positions, they lay down as maxims, bv 
which most of the Scriptures, which they allege 
in this controversy, are interpreted, and on which 
all their pompous demonstrations from Scripture 
and reason depend. From this secret delusion 
and prejudice they have almost all their advan¬ 
tages ; it is the strength of their bulwarks, and 
the edge of their weapons. And this is the main 
ground of all the right they have to treat their 
neighbours in so assuming a manner, and to insult 
others, perhaps as wise and good as themselves, as 
weak bigots, men that dwell in the dark caves of 
superstition , perversely set , obstinately shutting their 
eyes against the noon-day light , enemies to common 
sense , maintaining the first-born of absurdities , &c., 
&c. But perhaps an impartial consideration of 
the things which have been observed in the pre¬ 
ceding parts of this Inquiry, may enable the 
lovers of truth better to judge, whose doctrine 
is indeed absurd , abstruse , self-contradictory, and 
inconsistent with common sense, and many ways 
repugnant to the universal dictates of the reason 
of mankind. 

Corol. From things which have been observed, 
it will follow, that it is agreeable to common sense 
to suppose that the glorified saints have not their 
freedom at all diminished in any respect; and 
that God himself has the highest possible freedom, 
according to the true and proper meaning of the 
term ; and that he is, in the highest possible 
respect, an agent, and active in the exercise of his 


312 ENDEAVOURS NOT RENDERED VAIN Pt. IV. 


infinite holiness ; though he acts therein, in the 
highest degree, necessarily ; and his actions of 
this kind are in the highest, most absolutely per¬ 
fect manner virtuous and praiseworthy; and are 
so, for that very reason, because they are most 
perfectly necessary. 

SECTION Y. 

CONCERNING THOSE OBJECTIONS, THAT THIS SCHEME OF 
NECESSITY RENDERS ALL MEANS AND ENDEAVOURS FOR 
THE AVOIDING OF SIN, OR THE OBTAINING VIRTUE AND 
HOLINESS, VAIN AND TO NO PURPOSE ; AND THAT IT 
MAKES MEN NO MORE THAN MERE MACHINES IN AFFAIRS 
OF MORALITY AND RELIGION. 

Armin'tans say, if it be so, that sin and virtue come 
to pass by a necessity consisting in a sure connection 
of causes and effects, antecedents and consequents, 
it can never be worth the while to use any means 
or endeavours to obtain the one, and avoid the other; 
seeing no endeavours can alter the futurity of the 
event, which is become necessary by a connection 
already established. 

But I desire that this matter may be fully con¬ 
sidered ; and that it may be examined with a 
thorough strictness, whether it will follow, that 
endeavours and means, in order to avoid or obtain 
any future thing, must be more in vain, on the 
supposition of such a connection of antecedents and 
consequents, than if the contrary be supposed. 

For endeavours to be in vain, is for them not to 
be successful; that is to say, for them not eventually 
to be the means of the thing aimed at, which cannot 
be but in one of these two ways ; either, first, that 
although the means are used, yet the event aimed 
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at does not follow ; or, secondly , if tlie event does 
follow, it is not because of the means, or from any 
connection or dependence of the event on the means: 
the event would have come to pass as well without 
the means as with them. If either of these two 
things is the case, then the means are not properly 
successful, and are truly in vain. The successful¬ 
ness or unsuccessfulness of means, in order to an 
effect, or their being in vain or not in vain, consists 
in those means being connected or not connected 
with the effect, in such a manner as this, viz., that 
the effect is with the means, and not without them ; 
or, that the being of the effect is, on the one hand, 
connected with means, and the want of the effect, 
on the other hand, is connected with the want of 
the means. If there be such a connection as this 
between means and end, the means are not in vain ; 
the more there is of such a connection, the further 
they are from being in vain ; and the less of such 
a connection, the more they are in vain. 

Now, therefore, the question to be answered (in 
order to determine, whether it follows from this 
doctrine of the necessary connection between fore¬ 
going things and consequent ones, that means used 
in order to any effect, are more in vain than they 
would be otherwise), is, whether it follows from it 
that there is less of the fore-mentioned connection 
between means and effect; that is, whether, on the 
supposition of there being a real and true connec¬ 
tion between antecedent things and consequent 
ones, there must be less of a connection between 
means and effect, than on the supposition of there 
being no fixed connection between antecedent 
things and consequent ones; and the very stating 
of t^is question is sufficient to answer it. It must 
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appear to every one that will open his eyes, that this 
question cannot be affirmed without the grossest 
absurdity and inconsistence. Means are foregoing, 
things, and effects are following things. And if 
there were no connection between foregoing things 
and following ones, there could be no connection 
between means and end ; and so all means would 
be wholly vain and fruitless. For it is by virtue 
of some connection only, that they become suc¬ 
cessful. It is some connection observed or revealed, 
or otherwise known, between antecedent things 
and following ones, that is what directs in the 
choice of means. And if there were no such thing 
as an established connection, there could be no 
choice as to means ; one thing would have no more 
tendency to an effect than another; there would 
be no such thing as tendency in the case. All those 
things which are successful means of other things, 
do therein prove connected antecedents of them ; 
and, therefore, to assert that a fixed connection 
between antecedents and consequents makes means 
vain and useless, or stands in the way to hinder 
the connection between means and end, is jnst as 
ridiculous, as to say, that a connection between 
antecedents and consequents stands in the way 
to hinder a connection between antecedents and 

consequents. 

Nor can any supposed connection of the succes¬ 
sion or train of antecedents and consequents, from 
the very beginning of all things, the connection 
being made already sure and necessary, either by 
established laws of nature, or by these together 
with a decree of sovereign immediate interpositions 
of Divine power, on such and such occasions, or 
any other way (if any other there be) ; I say, no 
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such necessary connection of a series of antecedents 
and consequents can in the least tend to hinder, 
but that the means we use may belong to the series ; 
and so may be some of those antecedents which are 
connected with the consequents we aim at, in the 
established course of things. Endeavours which 
we use, are things that exist; and therefore they 
belong to the general chain of events ; all the parts 
of which chain are supposed to be connected ; and 
so endeavours are supposed to be connected with 
some effects, or some consequent things or other. 
And certainly this does not hinder but that the 
events they are connected with, may be those which 
we aim at, and which we choose, because we judge 
them most likely to have a connection with those 
events, from the established order and course of 

things which we observe, or from something in 
Divine revelation. 

Let us suppose a real and sure connection between 
a man’s having his eyes open in the clear daylight, 
with good organs of sight, and seeing; so that 
seeing is connected with his opening his eyes, and 
not seeing with his not opening his eyes; and also 
the like connection between such a man’s attempt¬ 
ing to open his eyes, and his actually doing it: the 
supposed established connection between these 
antecedents and consequents, let the connection be 
never so sure and necessary, certainly does not 
prove that it is in vain for a man in such circum¬ 
stances to attempt to open his eyes, in order to 
seeing : his aiming at that event, and the use of 
the means being the effect of his will, does not 
break the connection or hinder the success. 

So that the objection we are upon does not lie 
against the doctrine of the necessity of events 

2 H 
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by a certainty of connection and consequence ; 
on the contrary, it is truly forcible against the 
Arminian doctrine of contingence and self-deter¬ 
mination ; which is inconsistent with such a 
connection. If there be no connection between 
those events wherein virtue and vice consist, and 
anything antecedent; then there is no connection 
between these events and any means or endeavours 
used in order to them; and if so, then those 
means must be in vain. The less there is of con¬ 
nection between foregoing things and following 
ones, so much the less there is between means and 
end, endeavours and success; and in the same 
proportion are means and endeavours ineffectual 

and in vain. _ ## 

It will follow from Arminian principles, that 

there is no degree of connection between virtue 
or vice, and any foregoing event or thing ; or, 
in other words, that the determination of the 
existence of virtue or vice does not in the least 
depend on the influence of anything that comes 
to pass antecedently, from which the determi¬ 
nation of its existence is, as its cause, means, or 
ground ; because, so far as it is so, it is not from 
self-determination ; and, therefore, so far there 
is nothing of the nature of virtue or vice- An 
so it follows, that virtue and vice are not at all, 
in any degree, dependent upon, or connected with, 
any foregoing event or existence, as its cause, 
ground, or means. And if so, then all foregoing 

means must be totally in vain. 

Hence it follows, that there cannot, in any 
consistence with the Arminian scheme, be «any 
reasonable ground of so much as a conjecture 
concerning the consequence of any means ana 



Sect. Y. VAIN BY THE A R MIN IAN SCHEME. 317 


endeavours, in order to escaping vice, or obtaining # % 
virtue, or any choice or preference of means, as 
having a greater probability of success by some 
than others ; either from any natural connection 
or dependence of the end on the means, or through 
any divine constitution, or revealed way of God’s 
bestowing or bringing to pass these things, in con¬ 
sequence of any means, endeavours, praj r ers, or 
deeds. Conjectures, in this latter case, depend on 
a supposition that God himself is the giver, or 
determining cause, of the events sought : but if 
they depend on self-determination, then God is not 
the determining or disposing author of them ; and 
if these things are not of his disposal, then no 
conjecture can be made, from any revelation he 
has given, concerning any way or method of his 
disposal of them. 

Yea, on these principles, it will not only follow, 
that men cannot have any reasonable ground of 
judgment or conjecture, that their means and 
endeavours to obtain virtue, or avoid vice, will be 
successful, but they may be sure they will not; 
they may be certain that they will be in vain ; and 
that if ever the thing, which they seek, comes to 
pass, it will not be at all owing to the means they 
use. For means and endeavours can have no effect 
at all, in order to obtain the end, but in one of 
those two ways; either (1.) through a natural 
tendency and influence to prepare and dispose the 
mind more to virtuous acts, either by causing the 
disposition of the heart to be more in favour of 
such acts, or by bringing the mind more into the 
view of powerful motives and inducements ; or (2.) 
by putting persons more in the way of God’s 
bestowment of the benefit. 33ut neither of these 
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can be the case. Not the latter , for, as has been 
just now observed, it does not consist with the 
Arminian notion of self-determination, which they 
suppose essential to virtue, that God should be 
the bestower, or (which is the same thing) the 
determining, disposing author of virtue. Not the 
former; for natural influence and tendency sup¬ 
poses causality and connection, and supposes 
necessity of event, which is inconsistent with 
Arminian liberty. A tendency of means,. by 
biassing the heart in favour of virtue, or by bring¬ 
ing the will under the influence and power o 

motives in its determinations, are both inconsistent 
with Arminian liberty of will, consisting in indif¬ 
ference, and sovereign self-determination, as has 

been largely demonstrated. 

But for the more full removal of this prejudice 
against the doctrine of necessity, which has been 
maintained, as though it tended to encourage a 
total neglect of all endeavours as vain ; the follow¬ 
ing things may be considered. 

The question is not. Whether men may not thus 
improve this doctrine,—we know that many true 
and wholesome doctrines are abused : but. Whether 
the doctrine gives any just occasion for such an 
improvement; or whether, on the supposition ot 
the truth of the doctrine, such a use of it would 
not be unreasonable ? If any shall affirm, that it 
would not, but that the very nature of the doctrine 
is such as gives just occasion for it, it must be on 
this supposition ; namely, that such an invariable 
necessity of all things already settled, must render 
the interposition of all means, endeavours, conchi- 
sions, or actions of ours, in order to the obtaining 
an y future end whatsoever, perfectly insignificant; 
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because they cannot in the least alter or vary the 
course and series of things, in any event or cir¬ 
cumstance ; all being already fixed unalterably by 
necessity ; and that therefore it is folly for men to 
use any means for any end ; but their wisdom to 
save themselves the trouble of endeavours, and take 
their ease. No person can draw such an inference 
from this doctrine, and come to such a conclusion, 
without contradicting himself, and going counter 
to the very principles he pretends to act upon; for 
he comes to a conclusion, and takes a course, in 
order to an end , even his ease , or the saving him¬ 
self from trouble : he seeks something future, and 
uses means in order to a future thing, even in his 
drawing up that conclusion, that he will seek 
nothing, and use no means in order to anything in 
future ; he seeks his future ease, and the benefit 
and comfort of indolence. If prior necessit\' that 
determines all things, makes vain all actions or 
conclusions of ours, in order to anything future ; 
then it makes vain all conclusions and conduct of 
ours, in order to our luture ease. * The measure of 
our ease, with the time, manner, and every circum¬ 
stance. of it, is already fixed, by all-determining 
necessity, as much as anything else. If he savs 
within himself, “ What future happiness or misery 
I shall have, is already, in effect, determined by 
the necessary course and connection of things • 
therefore, I will save myself the trouble of labour 
and diligence, which cannot add to my determined 
degree of happiness, or diminish my misery; but 
will take my ease, and will enjoy the comfort of 
sloth and negligence.” Such a man contradicts 
himselx; he says, the measure of his future hap¬ 
piness and misery is already fixed, and he will not 
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r r try to diminish the one, nor add to the other ; but 
yet, in his very conclusion, he contradicts this ; 
for, he takes up this conclusion, to add to his 
future happiness , by the ease and comfort of his 
negligence ; and to diminish his future trouble and 
misery, by saving himself the trouble of using 

means and taking pains. 

Therefore, persons cannot reasonably make this 

improvement of the doctrine of necessity, that 
they will go into a voluntary negligence of means 
for their own happiness. For the principles they 
must go upon, in order to this, are inconsistent 
with their making any improvement at all ot the 
doctrine; for to make some improvement of it, is 
to be influenced by it, to come to some voluntary 
conclusion, in regard to their own conduct, witn 
some view or aim; but this, as has been shown, is 
inconsistent with the principles they preten 0 
act upon. In short, the principles are such as can¬ 
not be acted upon at all, or, in any respect, con¬ 
sistently. And therefore, in every pretence o 
acting upon them, or making any improvement at 
all of them, there is a self-contradiction. 

As to that objection against the doctrine, which 
I have endeavoured to prove, that it makes men 
no more than mere machines; I would say, tna* 
notwithstanding this doctrine, man is en ire y> 
perfectly, and unspeakably, different from a 
machine, in that he has reason and understan m D > 
and has a faculty of will, and is so capable o 
volition and choice ; and in that his will is gui e 
by the dictates or views of his understanding* 
and in that his external actions and behaviour, 
and, in many respects, also his thoughts, and t e 
exercises of his mind, are subject to his willso 
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that he has liberty to act according to his choice, 
and do what he pleases ; and by means of these 
things, is capable of moral habits and moral acts, 
such, inclinations and actions, as, according to the 
common sense of mankind, are worthy of praise, 
esteem, love, and reward ; or, on the contrary, of 
disesteem, detestation, indignation, and punish¬ 
ment. 

In these things is all the difference from mere 
machines, as to liberty and agency, that would be 
any perfection, dignity, or privilege, in any re¬ 
spect : all the difference that can be desired, and 
all that can be conceived of; and indeed all that 
the pretensions of the Arminians themselves come 
to, as they are forced often to explain themselves. 
(Though their explications overthrow and abolish 
the things asserted, and pretended to be explained.) 
For they are forced to explain a self-determining 
power of will, by a power in the soul to determine 
as it chooses or wills; which comes to no more 
than this, that a man has a power of choosing, 
and, in many instances, can do as he chooses. 
Which is quite a different thing from that contra¬ 
diction, his having power of choosing his first act 
of choice in the case. 

Or, if their scheme makes any other difference 
than this between men and machines, it is for the 
worse; it is so far from supposing men to have 
a dignity and privilege above machines, that it 
makes the manner of their being determined still 
more unhappy. Whereas machines are guided by 
an understanding cause, by the skilful hand of 
the workman or owner; the will of man is left to 
the guidance of nothing but absolute blind con- 
tin gence. 
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SECTION YI. 

CONCERNING THAT OBJECTION AGAINST THE DOCTRINE 
WHICH HAS BEEN MAINTAINED, THAT IT AGREES WITH 
THE STOICAL DOCTRINE OF FATE, AND THE OPINIONS 
OF MR. HOBBES. 

AYhen Calvinists oppose the Arminian notion of 
the freedom of will, and contingence of volition, 
and insist that there are no acts of the will, nor 
any other events whatsoever, but what are attended 
with some kind of necessity; their opposers cry 
out of them, as agreeing with the ancient Stoics 
in their doctrine of fate, and with Mr. Hobbes in 
his opinion of necessity. 

It would not be worth while to take notice of so 
impertinent an objection, had it not been urged by 
some of the chief Arminian writers. There were 
many important truths maintained by the ancient 
Greek and Roman philosophers, and especially the 
Stoics, that are never the worse for being held by 
them. The Stoic philosophers, by the general 
agreement of Christian divines, and even Arminian 
divines, were the greatest, wisest, and most vir¬ 
tuous of all the heathen philosophers ; and in their 
doctrine and practice came the nearest to Christi¬ 
anity of any of their sects. How frequently are 
the sayings of these philosophers, in many of the 
writings and sermons, even of Arminian divines, 
produced, not as arguments of the falseness of the 
doctrines which they delivered, but as a confirma¬ 
tion of some of the greatest truths of the Christian 
religion, relating to the unity and perfections pf 
the Godhead, a future state, the duty and happi¬ 
ness of mankind, &c., as observing how the light 
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of nature and reason, in the wisest and best of the 
heathen, harmonised with and confirms the Gospel 
of Jesus Christ. 

And it is very remarkable, concerning Dr. 
Whitby, that although he alleges the agreement 
of the Stoics with us, wherein he supposes they 
maintained the like doctrine with us, as an argu¬ 
ment against the truth of our doctrine: yet this 
very Dr. Whitby alleges the agreement of the 
Stoics with the Arminians, wherein he supposes 
they taught the same doctrine with them, as an 
argument for the truth of their doctrine.* So 
that, when the Stoics agree with them, this (it 
seems) is a confirmation of their doctrine, and a 
confutation of ours, as showing that our opinions 
are contrary to the natural sense and common 
reason of mankind: nevertheless, when the Stoics 
agree with us f it argues no such thing in our 
favour; but, on the contrary, is a great argument 
against us, and shows our doctrine to be heathenish. 

It is observed by some Calvinistic writers, that 
the Arminians symbolise with the Stoics in some 
of those doctrines wherein they are opposed by 
the Calvinists; particularly in their denying an 
original, innate, total corruption and depravity of 
heart; and in what they held of man’s ability to 
make himself truly virtuous and conformed to 
God ; and in some other doctrines. 

It may be further observed, it is certainly no 
better objection against our doctrine, that it agrees, 
in some respects, with the doctrine of the ancient 
Stoic philosophers, than it is against theirs, where¬ 
in fhey differ from us, that it agrees, in some 
respects, with the opinion of the very worst of the 

* Whitby on the “ Five Points,” p. 325-327, ed. 3. 
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heathen philosophers, the followers of Epicurus, 
that father of atheism and licentiousness, and with 
the doctrine of the Sadducees and Jesuits. 

I am not much concerned to know precisely 
what the ancient Stoic philosophers held con¬ 
cerning fate, in order to determine what is truth ; 
as though it were a sure way to be in the right, to 
take good heed to differ from them. It seems that 
they differed among themselves; and probably the 
doctrine of fate, as maintained by most of them, 
was, in some respects, erroneous. But whatever 
their doctrine was, if any of them held such a fate 
as is repugnant to any liberty, consisting in our 
doing as we please; I utterly deny such a fate. 
If they held any such fate as is not consistent 
with the common and universal notions that man¬ 
kind have of liberty, activity, moral agency 
virtue and vice; I disclaim any such thing, and 
think I have demonstrated that the scheme 1 
maintain is no such scheme. If the Stoics, by 
fate meant anything of such a nature as can be 
supposed to stand in the way of the advantage 
and benefit of the use of means and endeavours, or 
make it less worth the while for men to desire and 
seek after anything wherein their virtue and 
happiness consists; I hold no doctrine that is 
closed with any such inconvenience, any more 
than any other scheme whatsoever; and by no 
means so much as the Armiman scheme of con- 
tingence; as has been shown. If they held any 
such doctrine of universal fatality as is incon¬ 
sistent with any kind of liberty, that is or can e 
any perfection, dignity, privilege, or benefit., or 
anything desirable, in any respect, for any intelli¬ 
gent creature, or indeed with any liberty that is 
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possible or conceivable; I embrace no such doc¬ 
trine. If they beld any such doctrine of fate as 
is inconsistent with the world’s being in all things 
subject to the disposal of an intelligent wise 
Agent, that presides, not as the soul of the world, 
but as the sovereign Lord of the universe, govern¬ 
ing all things by proper will, choice, and design, 
in the exercise of the most perfect liberty con¬ 
ceivable, without subjection to any constraint, or 
being properly under the power or influence of 
anything before, above, or without himself; I 
wholly renounce any such doctrine. 

As to Mr. Hobbes’s maintaining the same doc¬ 
trine concerning necessity; I confess it happens I 
never read Mr. Hobbes. Let his opinion be what 
it will, we need not reject all truth which is de¬ 
monstrated by clear evidence, merely because it 
was once held by some bad man. This great 
truth, that Jesus is the Son of God , was not 
spoiled because it was once and again proclaimed 
with a loud voice by the devil. If truth is so 
defiled, because it is spoken by the mouth, or 
written by the pen, of some ill-minded mis¬ 
chievous man, that it must never be received, we 
shall never know when we hold any of the most 
precious and evident truths by a sure tenure. 
And if Mr. Hobbes has made a bad use of this 
truth, that is to be lamented; but the truth is not 
to be thought worthy of rejection on that account. 
It is common for the corruptions of the hearts of 
evil men to abuse the best things to vile purposes. 

I might also take notice of its having been 
observed, that the Arminians agree with Mr. 
Hobbes* in many more things than the Cal- 

• Dj. Gill, in his answer to Dr. Wliitby. Vol. iii. p. 183, &c. 
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vinists;—as, in what he is said to hold concerning 
original sin, in denying the necessity of super¬ 
natural illumination, in denying infused grace, 
in denying the doctrine of justification by faith 
alone ; and other things. 

SECTION VII. 

CONCERNING THE NECESSITY OF THE DIVINE WILL. 

Some may possibly object against what has been 
supposed of the absurdity and inconsistence of a 
self-determining power in the will, and the im¬ 
possibility of its being otherwise than that the 
will should be determined in every case by some 
motive, and by a motive which (as it stands in 
the view of the understanding) is of superior 
strength to any appearing on the other side ; that 
if these things are true, it will follow, that not 
only the will of created minds, but the will of 
God himself, is necessary in all its determinations. 
Concerning which, says the author of the Essay 
on the Freedom of Will in God and %n the 
Creature (pp. 85, 86). “ What strange doctrine 

is this, contrary to all our ideas of the dominion 
of God ? does it not destroy the glory of his 
liberty of choice, and take away from the Creator 
and Governor and Benefactor of the world, that 
most free and sovereign agent, all the glory o 
this sort of freedom ? does it not seem to make 
him a kind of mechanical medium of fate, and 
introduce Mr. Hobbes’s doctrine of fatality and 
necessity into all things that God hath 1 6 do 
with ? Does it not seem to represent the blessed 
God as a being of vast understanding, as w.ell as 
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power and efficiency, but still to leave him without 
a will to choose among all the objects within his 
view ? In short, it seems to make the blessed 
God a sort of almighty minister of fate, under its 
universal and supreme influence ; as it was the 
professed sentiment of some of the ancients, that 
fate was above the gods.” 

This is declaiming, rather than arguing ; and 
an application to men’s imaginations and pre¬ 
judices, rather than to mere reason. But I would 
calmly endeavour to consider, whether there be 
any reason in this frightful representation. But, 
before I enter upon a particular consideration of 
the matter, I would observe this : that it is 
reasonable to suppose, it should be much more 
difficult to express or conceive things according to 
exact metaphysical truth, relating to the nature 
and manner of the existence of things in the 
Divine understanding and will, and the operation 
of these faculties (if I may so call them) of the 
Divine Mind, than in the human mind ; which is 
infinitely more within our view, and nearer to a 
proportion to the measure of our comprehension, 
and more commensurate to the use and import 
of human speech. Language is indeed very de¬ 
ficient in regard of terms to express precise truth 
concerning our own minds, and their faculties and 
operations. Words were first formed to express 
external things; and those that are applied' to 
express things internal and spiritual, are almost 
all borrowed, and used in a sort of figurative 
sense. Whence they are, most of them, attended 
with *a great deal of ambiguity and unfixedness 
in their signification, occasioning innumerable 
doubts, difficulties, and confusions, in inquiries 
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and controversies about things of this nature. 
But language is much less adapted to express 
things in the mind of the incomprehensible Deity 

precisely as they are. . . 

We find a great deal of difficulty in conceiving 

exactly of the nature of our own souls. And 
notwithstanding all the progress which has been 
made, in past and present ages, in this kind of 
knowledge, whereby our metaphysics, as it relates 
to these °thin gs, is brought to greater perfection 
than once it was ; yet, here is still work enough 
left for future inquiries and researches, and room 
for progress still to be made, for many ages and 
generations. But we had need to be infinitely 
able metaphysicians, to conceive with clearness, 
according to strict, proper, and perfect truth, con¬ 
cerning the nature of the Divine Essence, and the 
modes of the action and operation of the powers 
of the Divine Mind. 

And it may be noted particularly, that though 
we are obliged to conceive of some things in 
God as consequent and dependent on others, and 
of some things pertaining to the Divine nature 
and will as the foundation of others, and so before 
others in the order of nature : as, we must con¬ 
ceive of the knowledge and holiness of God 
prior, in the order of nature, to his happiness; 
the perfection of his understanding, as the founda- 
tion of his wise purposes and decrees ; the holi¬ 
ness of his nature, as the cause and reason o is 
holy determination. And yet, when we spea 
of cause and effect, antecedent and consequen , 
fundamental and dependent, determining anp e 
termined, in the first Being, who is self-exis en , 
independent, of perfect and absolute simplici y 
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and immutability, and the first cause of all things; 
doubtless there must be less propriety in such 
representations, than when we speak of derived 
dependent beings, who are compounded, and liable 
to perpetual mutation and succession. 

Having premised this, I proceed to observe 
concerning the fore-mentioned author’s exclama¬ 
tion about the necessary determination of God's 
will , in all things, by what he sees to be fittest 
and best. 

That all the seeming force of such objections 
and exclamations must arise from an imagination 
that there is some sort of privilege or dignity in 
being without such a moral necessity as will make 
it impossible to do any other than always choose 
what is wisest and best; as though there were 
some disadvantage, meanness, and subjection, in 
such a necessity; a thing by which the will was j 
confined, kept under, and held in servitude by 
something, which, as it were maintained a strong 
and invincible power and dominion over it, by 
bonds that held him fast, and that he could, by 
no means, deliver himself from. Whereas, this 
must be all mere imagination and delusion. It 
is no disadvantage or dishonour to a being, 
necessarily to act in the most excellent and 
happy manner, from the necessary perfection of 
his own nature. This argues no imperfection, 
inferiority, or dependence, nor any want of 
dignity, privilege, or ascendency. * It is not 

* “ It might have been objected with more plausibleness, that 
the Supreme Cause cannot be free, because he must needs do alwavs 
what is best in the whole. But tbis would not at all servo Spinoza’s 
purpose; for this is a necessity, not of nature and of fate, but of 
fitness and wisdom; a necessity consistent with the greatest free¬ 
dom and most perfect choice. For the only foundation of this 
necessity is such an unalterable rectitude of will, and perfection of 
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inconsistent with the absolute and most perfect 
sovereignty of God. The sovereignty of God 
in his ability and authority to do whatever 
pleases him ; whereby he doth according to his 
will in the armies of heaven , and amongst the 
inhabitants of the earth ; and none can stay his 
hand y or say unto him , What dost thou? The 
following things belong to the sovereignty of 


wisdom, as makes it impossible for a wise being to act foolishly.” 
—Clarke’s Demonstration of the Being and Attributes of God. 
Edit. 6, p. 64. 

“ Though God is a most perfect free agent, yet he cannot but do 
always what is best and wisest in the whole. The reason is evident; 
because perfect wisdom and goodness are as steady and certain 
principles of action as necessity itself; and an infinitely wise and 
good Being, endued with the most perfect liberty, can no more 
choose to act in contradiction to wisdom and goodness, than a 
necessary agent can act contrary to the necessity by which it is 
acted; it being as great an absurdity and impossibility in choice, 
for Infinite Wisdom to choose, to act unwisely, or Infinite Goodness 
to choose what is not good, as it would be in nature, for absolute 
necessity to fail of producing its necessary effect There was, 
indeed, no necessity in nature, that God should at first create such 
beings as he has created, or indeed any being at all; because he is, 
in himself, infinitely happy and all-sufficient. There was, also, no 
necessity in nature*, that he should preserve and continue things in 
being, after they were created; because he would be self-sufficient 
without their continuance, as he was before their creation. But it 
was fit, and wise, and good, that Infinite Wisdom should manifest, 
and Infinite Goodness communicate itself; and therefore it was 
necessary, in the sense of necessity I am now speaking of, that 
things should be made, at such a time , and continued so long, and 
indeed witli various perfections in such degrees as Infinite Wisdom 
and Goodness saw it wisest and best that they should. Ibid. 

^•GtVJot a fault, but a perfection of our nature, to desire will, 
and act, according to the last result of a fair examination Tins is 
so far from being a restraint or diminution of freedom, that it is the 
very improvement and benefit of it: it is not an abridgement, it is 
the end and use of our liberty; and the further we are removed 
from such a determination, the nearer we are to misery and slaver}. 
A perfect indifference in the mind, not determinable by its last 
judgment, of the good or evil that is thought to attend its choice, 
would be so far from being an advantage and excellency of any 
intellectual nature, that it would be as great an imperfection as tom 
want of indifference to act, or not to act, till determined by the win, 
would be an imperfection on the other side. It is as much a periec- 
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God : viz. (1.) supreme, universal, and infinite 
cower; whereby he is able to do what he 
pleases, without control, without any confine¬ 
ment of that power, without any subjection, in 
the least measure, to any other power; and so 
without any hinderance or restraint, that it 
should be either impossible, or at all difficult, for 
him to accomplish his will; and without anv 


tion that desn o, or the power of preferring, should be determined bv 
good, as that the power of acting should be determined bv the will • 
and the certainer such determination is, the greater the perfection' 
>.ay, were we determined by anything but the last result of our own 
minds, judging of the good or evil of any action, we were not free 
I his very end of our freedom being, that we might attain the good 
we choose; and therefore every man is brought under a necessity 
by, 1 . 118 constitution, as an intelligent being, to be determined in 
willing, by his own thought and judgment, what is best for him to 
do; else he would be under the determination of some other than 
himself, which is want of liberty. Anri to deny that a man’s will 
m every determination, follows his own judgment, is to say, that a 
man wills and acts for an end that he would not have at the sar.„. 
time that he wills and acts for it. For if he prefers itinhis yrosZt 
though s before any other, it is plain ho then thinks better of it, and 
would have it before any other; unless he can have, and not have 
n, will and not will it, at the same time; a contradiction too 
manifest to be admitted. If we look upon those superior beings 
above us who enjoy perfect happiness, we shall have reason to judge, 
that they are more steadily determined in their choice of good than 
we; ami yet we have no reason to think they are less happy, or less 
free, than we are. And if it were fit for such poor finite creatures 
as wo are to pronounce what Inlinite Wisdom and Goodness could 
ao, I think wo might say, that God himself cannot choose what is 
not good. The freedom of the A Imiyhty hinders not his heinq deter- 

\ 0t \\ httU , a right view of this mistaken 

part of liberty, let me ask, Would any one be a changeling, because 
he is less determined by wise determination than a wise man ? Is 
it worth the name of freedom, to be at liberiy to play the fool and 
draw shame and misery upon a man’s self? If to break loose from 
the conduct of reason, and to want that restraint of examination and 
judgment that k ^' e l ,s U8 f ™ m doing or choosing the worst, be libert y 

true liberty, madmen and fools are the only free men. Yet I think 
no body would choose to be mad, for the sake of such liberty but he 

2llU S l6 alrefUly ' LOCKE vol. L,cdft 7?pp 

vie 7> m ? 8t 

oi things; tliat is, must will all things that are wisofltandfbest t^he 

2 i 
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dependence of his power on any other power, 
from whence it should he derived, or which it 
should stand in any need of; so far from this, 
that all other power is derived from him, and is 
absolutely dependent on him. (2.) That he has 
supreme authority; absolute and most perfect 
right to do what he wills, without subjection to 
any superior authority, or any derivation of 
authority from any other, or limitation by any 
distinct independent authority, either superior, 
equal, or inferior; he being the head of all do¬ 
minion, and fountain of all authority; and also 
without restraint by any obligation, implying 
either subjection, derivation, or dependence, or 
proper limitation. (3.) That his will is supreme, 
underived, and independent on anything without 
himself; being in everything determined by his 


done. There is no petting free of this consequence. If it can will 
at all, it must will this way. To be capable of knowing, and not 
capable of willing, is not to bo understood. And to be capable ot 
■willing: otherwise than what is wisest and best, contradicts that 
knowledge which is infinite. Infinite knowledge must direct the 
will without error. Here, then , is the origin of moral necessity , and 
that is really of freedom. Perhaps it may be said, when the Dmne 
will is determined, from the consideration of the eternal aptit^es 
of things it is as necessarily determined as if it were physically 
impel lecl^ *if that were possible. But it is.unsldifuhiess tc.suppose 
this an objection. The great principle is once established, viz., 
Slat the Divine will is determined by the eterna reason and 
aptitudes of things, instead of being physically impelled, and after 
that, the more strong and necessary this determination is, the mora 
perfect the Deity must bo allowed to be: it is this that makes him 
an amiable and adorable Being, whose will and power are censtant^ 
immutably determined by the consideration of what is wisest and 
best; instead of a surd Being, with power, but without iscer & 
and reason. It is the\beauty of this necessity , that it is strong J 
itself , with all the advantage of reason and goodness. It is stra ”S 
see men contend, that the Deity is not free, because he is necessarily 

rational, immutably good and wise; when a man 18 8 “ 

nerfecter being, the more fixedly and constantly his will is d 
mined by reason and truth.”— Inquiry into the Nature of the Human 
Soul. Edit. 3, vol. ii, pp. 403, 404. 
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own counsel, having no other rule but his own 
wisdom ; his will not being subject to, or re¬ 
strained by, the will of any other, and other wills 
b'dng perfectly subject to his. (4.) That his 
wisdom, which determines his will, is supreme, 
perfect, underived, self-sufficient, and independent; 
so that it may be said, as in Isaiah xl. 14 : With 
whom took he counsel , and who instructed him 9 and 
taught him in the path of judgment, and taught him 
knowledge , and showed to him the icay of under¬ 
standing ? There is no other divine sovereigntv 
but this ; and this is properly absolute sovereignty \* 
no other is desirable: nor w^ould any other be 
honourable or happy: and, indeed, there is no 
other conceivable or possible. It is the glory and 
greatness of the Divine Sovereign, that God’s will 
is determined by his own infinite, all-sufficient 
wisdom in everything; and in nothing at all 
is either directed by any inferior wisdom, or by 
no wisdom ; whereby it would become senseless 
arbitrariness, determining and acting without 
reason, design, or end. 

If God’s will is steadily and surely determined 
in everything by supreme wisdom, then it is in 
everything necessarily determined to that which 
is most wise. And, certainly, it would be a dis¬ 
advantage and indignity to be otherwise. For if 
the Divine will was not necessarily determined to 
that which, in every case, is wisest and best, it 
must be subject to some degree of undersigning 
contingence; and so in the same degree liable to 
evil. To suppose the Divine will liable to be 
carried hither and thither at random, by the un¬ 
certain wind of blind contingence, which is guided 
by no wisdom, no motive, no intelligent dictate 
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whatsoever (if any such thing were possible), 
would certainly argue a great degree of imperfec¬ 
tion and meanness, infinitely unworthy of the 
Deity. If it be a disadvantage for the Divine will 
to be attended with this moral necessity, then the 
more free from it, and the more left at random, 
the greater dignity and advantage. And, con¬ 
sequently, to be perfectly free from the direction, 
of understanding, and universally and entirely 
left to senseless, unmeaning contingence, to act 
absolutely at random, would be the supreme 

glory. ,, .11 

It no more argues any dependence of God s will, 

that his supremely wise volition is necessary, than 
it argues a dependence of his being, that his ex¬ 
istence is necessary. If it be something too low 
for the Supreme Being to have his will determined 
by moral necessity, so as necessarily, in every case, 
to will in the highest degree holily and happily ; 
then why is it not also something too low for him 
to have his existence, and the infinite perfection ot 
his nature, and his infinite happiness, determined 
by necessity P It is no more to God’s dishonour 
to be necessarily wise, than to be necessanly o }• 
And if neither of them be to his dishonour, then 
it is not to his dishonour necessarily to act holilv 
and wisely. And if it be not dishonourable to be 
necessarily holy and wise, in the highest possible 
degree, no more is it mean and dishonourable, 
necessarily to act holily and wisely in the highes 
possible degree; or, which is the same thing, to 
do that, in every case, which, above all other things, 

is wisest and best. # # , 

The reason why it is not dishonourable to he 

necessarily most holy, is, because holiness in itseli 
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is an excellent and honourable thing. For the 
same reason, it is no dishonour to be necessarily 
most wise, and, in every case, to act most wisely, 
or do the thing which is the wisest of all; for 
wisdom is also in itself excellent and honourable. 

The fore-mentioned author of the “ Essay on the 
Freedom of W ill, ,, &c., as has been observed, re¬ 
presents that doctrine of the Divine will’s bein<>- 
in everything necessarily determined by superior 
fitness, as making the blessed God a kind of 
almighty minister and mechanical medium of fate ; 
and he insists (pp. 93, 94), that this moral ne¬ 
cessity and impossibility is, in effect, the same 
thing with physical and natural necessity and 
impossibility ; and in pp. 54, 5d, he says, “ The 
scheme which determines the will always and 
certainly by the understanding, and the under¬ 
standing by the appearance of things, seems to 
take away the true nature of vice and virtue. 
For the sublimest of virtues, and the vilest of vices^ 
seem rather to be matters of fate and necessitv! 
flowing naturally and necessarily from the ex¬ 
istence, the circumstances, and present situation of 
persons and things ; lor this existence and situation 
necessarily makes such an appearance to the mind • 
from this appearance flows a necessary perception 
and judgment concerning these things; this judo-- 
ment necessarily determines the will; and thus 
by this chain of necessary causes, virtue and vice 
would lose their nature, and become natural ideas 

and necessary things, instead of moral and free 
actions.” 


•And yet this same author allows (pp 30 31) 
that a perfectly wise being will constantly and 
certainly choose what is most fit; and says, pp. 
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102, 103, “I grant, and always have granted, that 
wheresoever there is such antecedent superior fit¬ 
ness of things, God acts according to it, so as 
never to contradict it; and, particularly, in all his 
judicial proceedings as a governor, and distributer 
of rewards and punishments.” Yea, he says 
expressly (p. 42): “ That it is not possible for God 
to act otherwise than according to this fitness and 
goodness in things.” 

So that, according to this author, putting these 
several passages of this essay together, there is 
no virtue , nor anything of a moral nature , in 
the most sublime and glorious acts and exercises 
of God’s holiness, justice, and faithfulness; and 
he never does anything which is in itself supremely 
worthy, and, above all other things, fit and ex¬ 
cellent, but only as a kind of mechanical medium 
of fate; and in what he does as the judge and 
moral governor of the world , he exercises no moral 
excellency, exercising no freedom in these things, 
because he acts by moral necessity, which is, in 
effect, the same with physical or natural necessity ; 
and therefore he only acts by an Idobbistical 
fatality ; as a being indeed of vast understanding , as 
well as power and efficiency (as he said before), but 
without a will to choose , being a kind of almighty 
minister of fate, acting under its supreme influence. 
For he allows, that in all these things, God’s will 
is determined constantly and certainly by a superior 
fitness, and that it is not possible for him to act 
otherwise. And if these things are so, what glory 
or praise belongs to God for doing holily and justly, 
or taking the most fit, holy, wise, and excellent 
course, in any one instance P Whereas, according 
to the Scriptures, and also the common sense, of 
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mankind, it does not, in the least, derogate from 
the honour of any being, that through the moral 
perfection of his nature he necessarily acts with 
supreme wisdom and holiness; but on the con¬ 
trary, his praise is the greater; herein consists 
the height of his glory. 

The same author (p. 56) supposes that herein 
appears the excellent character of a wise and good 
inan, that though he can choose contrary to the 
fitness of things , yet he does not; but suffers him¬ 
self to be directed by fitness ; and that, in his con¬ 
duct, he imitates the blessed God. And vet, he 
supposes it is contrariwise with the blessed God; not 
that he suffers himself to be directed b}' fitness, when 
he can choose contrary to the fitness of things, but 
that he cannot choose contrary to the fitness of 
things; as he says (p. 42), that it is not possible 
for God to act otherwise than according to this 
fitness, where there is any fitness or goodness in 
things. Yea, he supposes (p. 31), that if a man 
were perfectly vjise and good , he could not do 
othei'Wise than be constantly and certainly deter¬ 
mined by the fitness of things. 

One thing more I would observe, before I con¬ 
clude this section ; and that is, that if it derogates 
nothing from the glory of God to be necessarily 
determined by superior fitness in some things, then 
neither does it to be thus determined in alUhmo-s • 
from anything in the nature of such necessity °as 
at all detracting from God’s freedom, independence 
absolute supremacy, or any dignity or glory of his 
nature state, or manner of acting; or as implying 
arty infirmity restraint, or subjection. And if the 
thing be such as well consists with God’s o-lory 
and has nothing tending at all to detract from it• 
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then we need not be afraid of ascribing it to God 
in too many things, lest thereby we should detract 
from God’s glory too much. 

SECTION VIII. 

SOME FURTHER OBJECTIONS AGAINST THE MORAL NECES¬ 
SITY OF GOD’S VOLITIONS CONSIDERED. 

The author last cited, as has been observed, owns 
that God, being perfectly wise, will constantly and 
certainly choose what appears most fit, where there 
is a superior fitness and goodness in things ; and 
that it is not possible for him to do otherwise. So 
that it is in effect confessed, that in those things 
where there is any real preferableness, it is no dis¬ 
honour, nothing in any respect unworthy of God, 
for him to act from necessity : notwithstanding all 
that can be objected from the agreement of such a 
necessity with the fate of the Stoics, and the 
necessity maintained by Mr. Ilobbes. From which 
it will follow, that if it were so, that in all the 
different things among which God chooses, there 
were evermore a superior fitness or preferableness 
on one side, then it would be no dishonour, or 
anything, in any respect, unworthy or unbecoming 
of God, for his will to be necessaril} r determined 
in everything. And if this be allowed, it is a 
giving up entirely the argument, from the un¬ 
suitableness of such a necessity to the liberty, 
supremacy, independence, and glory of the Divine 
Being ; and a resting the whole weight of the affair 
on the decision of another point wholly diverse, 
viz., whether it be so indeed , that in all the various 
possible things which are in God’s view, and may 
be considered as capable objects of his choice, tffere 
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is not evermore a preferableness in one tiling 1 above 
another. This is denied by this author, who sup¬ 
poses that, in many instances, between two or more 
possible things which come within the view of the 
Divine mind, there is a perfect indifference and 
equality, as to fitness or tendenc}', to attain any 
good end which God can have in view, or to answer 
any of his designs. Now, therefore, I would con¬ 
sider whether this be evident. 

The arguments brought to prove this are of two 
kinds. (1.) It is urged, that, in many instances, 
we must suppose there is absolutely no difference 
between various possible objects of choice, which 
God lias in view : and (2), that the difference 
between many things is so inconsiderable, or of 
such a nature, that it would be unreasonable to sup¬ 
pose it to be of any consequence, or to suppose 
that any of God’s wise designs would not be an¬ 
swered in one way as well as the other. Therefore, 

I. The first thing to be considered is, whether 
there are any instances wherein there is a perfect 
likeness, and absolutely no difference between 
different objects of choice, that are proposed to 
the Divine understanding ? 

And here, in the first place, it may be worthy 
to be considered, whether the contradiction there 
is in the terms of the question proposed, does not 
give reason to suspect that there is an incon- 
sistence in the thing supposed. It i s inquired, 
whether different objects of choice may not be 
absolutely without difference ? If they are abso¬ 
lutely without difference, then how are they 
different objects of choice ? If there be absolutelV 
n° difference, in any respect, then there is rio 
variety or distinction ; for distinction is only by 
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some difference. And if there be no variety 
among proposed objects of choice , then there is no 
opportunity for variety of choice , or difference of 
determination. For that determination of a thing, 
which is not different in any respect, is not a dif¬ 
ferent determination, but the same. That this is 
no quibble, may appear more fully anon. 

The arguments to prove that the Most High, in 
some instances, chooses to do one thing rather than 
another, where the things themselves are perfectly 

without difference, are two. 

1. That the various parts of infinite time and 
space, absolutely considered, are perfectly alike, 
and do not differ at all one from another; and 
that therefore, when God determined to create the 
world in such a part of infinite duration and space, 
rather than others, he determined and preferred, 
among various objects, between which there was 
no preferableness, and absolutely no difference. 

Answ. This objection supposes an infinite length 
of time before the world was created, distinguished 
by successive parts, properly and truly so; or a 
succession of limited and unmeasurable periods ot 
time, following one another, in an infinitely long 
series : which must needs be a groundless imagi¬ 
nation. The eternal duration which was be to ^ e 
the world, being only the eternity of Go s 
existence; which is nothing else but his 
diate, perfect, and invariable possession of t e 
whole of his unlimited life, together and at once^ 
vitce interminabHis, tota , siviul et perfecta pos 

sessio. Which is so generally allowed, tha 
need not stand to demonstrate it. * 


* “ If all created beings were taken away, all 
mutation or succession of one thing to another, would app®“*, 
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So, this objection supposes an extent of space 
beyond the limits of the creation, of an infinite 
length, breadth, and depth, truly and properly 
distinguished into different measurable parts, 
limited at certain stages, one beyond another, 
in an infinite series. Which notion of absolute 
and infinite space is doubtless as unreasonable as 
that now mentioned of absolute and infinite dura¬ 
tion. It is as improper to imagine that the im¬ 
mensity and omnipresence of God is distinguished 
b y a series of miles and leagues, one beyond 
another, as that the infinite duration of God is 
distinguished by months and years, one after 

also removed. Abstract succession in eternity is scarce to be under¬ 
stood. What is it that succeeds ? One minute to another, perhaps, 
velut unda suptrvtvit undcim. But when we imagine this, we fancy 
that the minutes are things separately existing. This is the common 
notion; and yet it is a manifest prejudice, d ime is nothing but the 
existence of created successive beings, and eternity the necessary 
existence of Deity. Therefore, if this necessary Being hath no 
change or succession in his nature, his existence must of course bo 
unsuccessive. We seem to commit a double oversight in this case • 
W ,°.fh^l succession in the necessary nature and existence of the 
JJeity lnmseli; which is wrong, if the reasoning above be conclusive. 
And then we ascribe this succession to eternity, considered abstract¬ 
edly from the Internal Being; ami suppose it, one knows not what, 
a thmg subsisting by itself, and flowing one minute after another. 
1 Ids is the work of pure imagination, and contrary to the reality of 
things. lienee the common metaphysical expressions; Time inns 
apace , let us lay hold of the present minute , and the like. The 
philosophers themselves mislead us by their illustration. They' 
compare eternity to the motion of a point running on for ever, and 
making a traceless infinite line. Here the poiut is supposed a thing 
actually subsisting, representing the present minute; and then they 
ascribe motion or succession to it; that is, they ascribe motion to a 
mere nonentity, to illustrate to us a successive eternity, made up of 
finite successive parts. If once we allow an all-perfect Mind which 
hath an eternal, immutable, and infinite comprehension of all things 
always (and allow it we must), the distinction of past and future 
vanishes with respect to such a Mind. In a word, if we proceed 
step^y step, as above, the eternity or existence of the Deity will 
appeal to be vitas t nt e >'m i nub i lis , tot a , sinuil ct per feet a possessio j how 

much soever this may' have been a paradox hitherto.”_ Inquiry into 

die Nature of the Human Soul , Edit. 3, voL ii., pp. 409-411. 
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another. A diversity and order of distinct parts, 
limited by certain periods, is as conceivable, and 
does as naturally obtrude itself on our imagina¬ 
tion, in one case as the other; and there is equal 
reason in each case, to suppose that our imagina¬ 
tion deceives us. It is equally improper to talk of 
months and years of the Divine existence, and 
mile-squares of Deity : and we equally deceive 
ourselves when we talk of the world’s being dif¬ 
ferently fixed, with respect to either of these sorts 
of measures. I think we know not what we mean, 
if we say, the world might have been differently 
placed from what it is, in the broad expanse of 
infinity; or, that it might have been differently 
fixed in the long line of eternity : and all argu¬ 
ments and objections, which are built on the 
imaginations we are apt to have of infinite ex¬ 
tension or duration, are buildings founded on 
shadows, or castles in the air. 

II. The second argument to prove that the Most 
High wills one thing rather than another, without 
any superior fitness or preferableness in the thing 
preferred, is God’s actually placing in different 
parts of the world particles or atoms of matter 
that are perfectly equal and alike. The fore- 
mentioned author says, p. 78, &c., “If one would 
descend to the minute specific particles of which 
different bodies are composed, we should see abun¬ 
dant reason to believe that there are thousands of 
such little particles, or atoms of matter, which are 
perfectly equal and alike, and could give no dis¬ 
tinct determination to the will of God where to place 
them.” He there instances in particles of water, 
of which there are such immense numbers, which 
compose the rivers and oceans of this world; and 
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the infinite myriads of the luminous and fiery par¬ 
ticles which compose the body of the sun, so many, 
that it would be very unreasonable to suppose no 
two of them should be exactly equal and alike. 

A/istc. (1.) To this I answer: that as we must 
suppose matter to be infinitely divisible, it is very 
unlikely that an}" two of all these particles are ex- 
exactly equal and alike; so unlikely, that it is a 
thousand to one, yea, an infinite number to one, 
but it is otherwise: and that although we should 
allow a great similarity between the different par¬ 
ticles of water and fire, as to their general nature 
and figure; and, however small we suppose those 
particles to be, it is infinitely unlikely that any 
wo of them should be exactly equal in dimensions 
and quantity of matter. If we should suppose a 
great many globes of the same nature with the 
globe of the earth, it would be very strange if 
there were any two of them that had exactly the 
™ nu “* e ? of .particles of dust and water in 

^,rHolo Bl r t r I1 i fi I llt ^ ly 1 leS8 stran ff e than that two 
particles of light should have just the same quan¬ 
tity of matter. For a particle of light, according 
to the doctrine of the infinite divisibility of mat* 
ter, is composed of infinitely more assignable parts 
than there are particles of dust and water in the 
globe of the earth. And as it is infinitely unlikely 
that any two of these particles should be equal- 
so it is that they should be alike in other respects • 
to instance in the configuration of their surfaces 
If there were very many globes, of the nature of 
the earth, it would be very unlikely that any two 
should have exactly the same number of particles 
of dust, water, and stone, in their surfaces, and all 
posited exactly alike, one with respect to another. 
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without any difference, in any part discernible 
either by the naked eye or microscope; but infi¬ 
nitely less strange than that two particles of light 
should be perfectly of the same figure. For there 
are infinitely more assignable real parts on the 
surface of a particle of light, than there are par- 
tides of dust, water, and stone, on the surface of 
the terrestrial globe. 

Answ. (2.) But then, supposing that there are 
two particles, or atoms of matter, perfectly equa 
and alike, which God has placed in different parts 
of the creation ; as I will not deny it to be possible 
for God to make two bodies perfectly alike, ana 
put them in diflerent places; yet it will not follow, 
that two different or distinct acts or effects of tbe 
Divine power have exactly the same fitness for tlie 
same ends. For these two different bodies are not 
different or distinct, in any other respects than 
those wherein they differ; they are two m no other 
respects than those wherein there is a difference. 
If they are perfectly equal and alike in themselves, 
then they can be distinguished, or be distinct, only 
in those things which are called circumstances ; as 
place, time, rest, motion, or some other present or 
past circumstances or relations For it is f liffer- 
ence only that constitutes distinction. If God 
makes two bodies in themselves every way equal 
and alike, and agreeing perfectly m all other cir¬ 
cumstances and relations but only then place, _ 
in this only is there any distinction or duplici y* 
The figure is the same, the measure is the same, 
the solidity and resistance are the same, and every 
thing the same but only the place. . Therefore 
what the will of God determines is this, namely, 
that there should he the same figure, the same ex- 
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tension, the same resistance, &c., in two different 
places. And for this determination he has some 
reason. There is some end, for which such a de¬ 
termination and act has a peculiar fitness, above 
all other acts. Here is no one thing determined 
without an end, and no one thing without a fitness 
for that end, superior to anything else. If it be 
the pleasure of God to cause the same resistance 
and the same figure to be in two different places 
and situations, we can no more justly argue from 
it, that here must be some determination or act of 
God’s will that is wholly without motive or end, 
than we can argue, that whenever, in any case, it 
is a man’s will to speak the same words, or make 
the same sounds, at two different times, there must 
be some determination or act of his will, without 
an)' motive or end. The difference of place, in 
the former case, proves no more than the difference 
of time does in the other. If anyone should say, 
with regard to the former case, that there must be 
something determined without an end, viz., that of 
those two similar bodies, this in particular should 
be made in this place, and the other in the other, 
and should inquire why the Creator did not make 
them in a transposition, when both are alike, 
and each would equally have suited either place ? 
The inquiry supposes something that is not true; 
namely, that the two bodies differ and are distinct 
in other respects besides their place. So that, with 
this distinction inherent in them, they might, in 
their first creation, have been transposed, and each 
might have begun its existence in the place of the 
other. 

Let us, for clearness sake, suppose that God 
bad, at the beginning, made two globes, each of 
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an inch diameter, both perfect spheres, and per- 
r fectly solid, without pores, and perfectly alike m 
every respect, and placed them near one to 
another, one towards the right hand, and the 
other towards the left, without any difference as 
to time, motion, or rest, past or present, or any 
circumstance but only their place ; and the ques¬ 
tion should be asked, Why God in their creation 
placed them so ? why that which is made on the 
rio-ht hand, was not made on the left, and vice 
vcrsd ? Let it he well considered, whether there 
be any sense in such a question; and whether the 
inquiry does not suppose something false and a ^“ 
surd. Let it be considered, what the Creator 
must have done otherwise than he did, what 
different act of will or power he must have 
exerted, in order to the thing proposed. AH that 
could have been done, would have been to have 
made two spheres, perfectly alike, in the same 
places where he has made them, without any dif¬ 
ference of the things made, either in themselves 
or in any circumstance; so that the whole effect 
would have been without any difference, and 
therefore just the same. By the supposition, the 
two spheres are different in no other respect bu 
their place; and therefore in other respects they 
are the same, lilach has the same roundness; it 
is not a distinct rotundity, in any other respect 
but its situation. There are also the same dimen¬ 
sions, differing in nothing but their place. And 
so of their resistance, and everything else that 

belongs to them. 

Here, if any chooses to say, “ that there is a 
difference in another respect, viz., that they are 
not numerically the same; that it is thus with 
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all the qualities that belong to them; that it is 
co n fes se d they are, in some respects, the same, 
that is, they are both exactly alike; but yet nu¬ 
merically they differ. Thus the roundness of one 
js not the same numerical, individual roundness 
with that of the other.” Let this be supposed; 
then the question about the determination of the 
Divme wdl in the affair, is, why did God will that 
this xna/imdual roundness should be at the rio-ht 

* ai ?^ other individual roundness at the 
left ? why did not he make them in a contrary 
position ? Let any rational person consider 
whether such questions be not words without a 
meaning; as much as if God should see fit, for 
some ends, to cause the same sounds to be re¬ 
peated, or made at two different times • the 
sounds being perfectly the same in every other 
respect, hut only one was a minute after the 
other; and it should be asked, upon it, why God 
caused these sounds, numerically different, to suc¬ 
ceed one the other in such a manner ? Why he 
did not make that individual sound, which was in 
the first minute, to be in the second ? and the in¬ 
dividual sound of the last minute to he in the first • 
which inquiries would be even ridiculous; as I 
think every person must see, at once, in the case 
proposed of two sounds, being only the same re¬ 
repeated, absolutely without any difference, hut 
that one circumstance of time. If the Most Hitrh 
sees it will answer some good end, that the same 

° h ° uld be “ ade by lining at two distinct 
timqs, and therefore wills that it should be so 

must it needs therefore he, that herein there is 

some act of God s will without any motive or end ? 

Ood saw nt often, at distinct times, and on dif- 

2 K 




348 


GOD’S CHOOSING AMONG 


Pakt TV. 


ferent occasions, to say the very same words to 
Moses; namely, those, I am Jehovah . And would 
it not be unreasonable to infer, as a certain conse¬ 
quence, from this, that here must be some act or 
acts of the Divine will, in determining and dis¬ 
posing these words exactly alike, at different 
times, wholly without aim or inducement? But 
it would he no more unreasonable, than to say, 
that there must be an act of God’s without any 
inducement, if he sees it best, and, for some 
reasons, determines that there shall be the same 
resistance, the same dimensions, and the same 

figure, in several distinct places. 

If, in the instance of the two spheres perfectly 

alike, it be supposed possible that God might have 
made them in a contrary position; that which is 
made at the right hand, being made at the lelt; 
then I ask, whether it is not evidently equally 
possible, if God had made but one of them, and 
that in the place of the right-hand globe, that he 
might have made that numerically different from 
what it is, and numerically different from what he 
did make it; though perfectly alike, and m the 
same place; and at the same time, and in every 
respect, in the same circumstances and relations. 
Namely, whether he might not have made it 
numerically the same with that which he has now- 
made at the left hand; and so have left that 
which is now created at the right hand in. a s a 
of non-existence ? And if so, whether it. ^ou 
not have been possible to have made one in 
place, perfectly like these, and yet numerically 

differing from both? And let it be °°°5 erenC e 
whether, from this notion of a numerical diS j 
in bodies perfectly equal and alike, which nuxn 
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difference is something inherent in the bodies* 
themselves, and diverse from the difference of 

or any circumstance whatsoever; it 
will not follow, that there is an infinite number 
of numerically different possible bodies, perfectly 
alike, among which God chooses, by a self-deter¬ 
mining power, when he goes about to create 
bodies. 

.^ ^Therefore let us put the case thus: supposing 
that God m the beginning had created but one 

^if r i j ^ solid sphere, in a certain place; and it 
should be inquired, Why God created that in- 
dividuai sphere, in that place, at that time ? And 
why he did not create another sphere perfectly 
like it, but numerically different, in the same 
place, at the same time? Or why he chose to 
ring into being there that very body, rather than 
any of the infinite number of other bodies per¬ 
fectly like it;; either of which he could have made 
there as well and would have answered his end 

as ^ v< ". Why he caused to exist, at that place 
and time, that individual roundness, rather than 
a.ny other of the infinite number of individual 
rotundities just like it? Why that individual 
resistance, rather than any other of the infinite 
number of possible resistances just like it? And 
it might as reasonably be asked. Why, when God 
first caused it to thunder, he caused that in- 
dividua 1 sound then to be made, and not another 
just like it ? Why did he make choice of this 
very sound, and reject all the infinite number of 
other posable sounds just like it, but numerically 
differing from it, and all differing one from 
another ? I think every body must be sensible of 
the absurdity and nonsense of what is supposed in 
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such inquiries. And if we calmly attend to the 
matter, we shall be convinced, that all such kind 
of objections as I am answering, are founded on 
nothing but the imperfection of our manner of 
conceiving things, and the obscureness of language, 
and great want of clearness and precision in the 
signification of terms. 

If any shall find fault with this reasoning, that 
it is going a groat lengtli into metaphysical 
niceties and subtilties; I answer: the objection 
which they are in reply to, is a metaphysical 
subtilty, and must be treated according to the 

nature of it.* . ,, 

II. Another thing alleged is, that innumerable 

thino-s which are determined by the Divine will, 
and chosen and done by God, rather than others, 
differ from those that are not chosen, m so incon¬ 
siderable a manner, that it would be unreasonable 
to suppose the difference to be of any consequence, 
or that there is any superior fitness or goodness 
that God can have respect to in the determination. 

To which I answer; it is impossible for us 
to determine, with any certainty or evidence, 
that because the difference is very small, and 
appears to us of no consideration, therefore there 
is absolutely no superior goodness, and no valuable 
end, which can be proposed by the Creator and 
Governor of the world, in ordering such a dinei - 
ence. The fore-mentioned author mentions many 
instances. One is, there being one atom in the 
whole universe more or less. But I think it woul 
be unreasonable to suppose, that God made one 

* « For men to have recourse to subtilties in raising difficultly, 
and then complain, that they should be taken off by minutUy 
examining these subtilties, is a strange kind of procedur . 
Nature of the Human Soul , voL ii, p. 331. 
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atom in vain, or without any end or motive. He; 
made not one atom but what was a work of his 
almighty power, as much as the whole globe of 
the earth, and requires as much of a constant 
exertion of almighty power to uphold it; and was 
made and is upheld understanding!}', and on 
design, as much as if no other had been made but 
that. And it would be as unreasonable to suppose 
that he made it without anything really aimed at 
in so doing as much as to suppose, that he made 
tlie planet Jupiter without aim or design. 

It is possible that the most minute effects of the 
Creator s power, the smallest assignable difference 
between the things which God has made, may be 
attended in the whole series of events, and the 
whole compass and extent of their influence, with 
very great and important consequences. If the 
laws of motion and gravitation laid down by Sir 
Isaac Newton hold universally, there is not one 
® i A ni0T .^ least assignable part of an atom, but 

whnlV 1 ™ 1 , nfl . U ® nce , ever y moment, throughout the 
ole material universe, to cause everv part to 

be otherwise than it would be, if it were not for 

that particular corporeal existence. And however 

the effect is insensible for the present, yet it mav 

m length of time, become great and important. 

io illustrate this, let us suppose two bodies 

moving the same way, in straight lines, perfectly 

parallel one to another; but to be diverted from 

this parallel course, and drawn one from another 

as much as might be by the attraction of an atom! 

at the distance of one of the furthest of the fixed 

Stars from the earth ; these bodies being turned 

out of the lines of their parallel motion, will, by 

degrees, get further and further distant one from 


352 


NECESSITY CONSISTENT 


Part IV- 


the other ; and though the distance may be im¬ 
perceptible for a long time, yet at length it may 
become very great. So, the revolution of a planet 
round the sun being retarded or accelerated, and 
the orbit of its revolution made greater or less, 
and more or less elliptical, and so its periodical 
time longer or shorter, no more than may be by 
the influence of the least atom, might, in length 
of time, perform a whole revolution sooner or 
later than otherwise it would have done; which 
might make a vast alteration with regard to mil¬ 
lions of important events. So, the influence of 
the least particle may, for ought we know, have 
such effect on something in the constitution of 
some human body, as to cause another thought to 
arise in the mind at a certain time, than other¬ 
wise would have been ; which, in length of time 
(yea, and that not very great), might occasion a 
vast alteration through the whole world of man¬ 
kind. And so innumerable other ways might be 
mentioned, wherein the least assignable alteration 
may possibly be attended with great consequences. 

Another argument, which the fore-mentioned 
author brings against a necessary determination of 
the Divine will, by a superior fitness, is, that such 
doctrine derogates from the freeness of God’s grace 
and goodness, in choosing the objects of his favour 
and bounty, and from the obligation upon men to 
thankfulness for special benefits. Page 89, &c. 

In answer to this objection, I would observe : 

1. That it derogates no more from the goodness 
of God to suppose the exercise of the benevolence 
of his nature to be determined by wisdom, than to 
suppose it determined by chance, and that his 
favours are bestowed altogether at random, his will 
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being determined by nothing but perfect accident, 
without any end or design whatsoever ; which must 
be the case, as has been demonstrated, if volition 
be not determined by a prevailing motive. That 
which is owing to perfect contingence, wherein 
neither previous inducement nor antecedent choice 
has any hand, is not owing more to goodness or 
benevolence, than that which is owing to the 
influence of a wise end. 

2. It is acknowledged, that if the motive that 
determines the will of God in the choice of the 
objects of his favours, be any moral quality in the 
object, recommending that object to his benevo¬ 
lence above others, his choosing that object is 
not so great a manifestation of the freeness and 
sovereignty of his grace, as if it were otherwise. 
But there is no necessity of supposing this, in 
order to our supposing that he has some wise end 
in view, in determining to bestow his favours on 
one person rather than another. We are to dis¬ 
tinguish between the merit of the object of God's 
favour , or a moral qualification of the object 
attracting that favour, and recommending to it, 
and the natural fitness of such a determination 
of the act of God's goodness , to answer some wise 
design of his own, some end in the view of Gods 
omniscience. It is God’s own act that is the proper 
and immediate object of his volition. 

3. I suppose that none will deny, but that, in 
some instances, God acts from wise design in deter¬ 
mining the particular subjects of his favours : none 
will say, I presume, that when God distinguishes, 
by his bounty, particular societies or persons, he 
never, in any instance, exercises any wisdom in so 
doing, aiming at 6ome happy consequence. Arid, 
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if it be not denied to be so in some instances, then 
„ I would inquire, whether, in these instances, God's 
goodness is less manifested than in those wherein 
God has no aim or end at all ? and whether the 
subjects have less cause of thankfulness ? And if 
so, who shall be thankful for the bestowment of 
distinguishing mercy, with that enhancing circum¬ 
stance of the distinctions being made without an 
end ? How shall it- be known when God is in¬ 
fluenced by some wise aim, and when not ? It is 
very manifest, with respect to the apostle Paul, 
that God had wise ends in choosing him to be a 
Christian and an apostle, who had been a persecutor, 
&c. The apostle himself mentions one end. 1 Tim. 
i. 15, 16 : “ Christ Jesus came into the world to 
save sinners ; of whom I am chief. Howbeit, for 
this cause I obtained mercy, that in me first, Jesus 
Christ might show forth all long-suffering, for a 
pattern to them who should hereafter believe on 
him to life everlasting." But yet the apostle never 
looked on it as a diminution of the freedom and 
riches of Divine grace in his election, which he 

so often and so greatly magnifies. This brings 
me to observe : 

4. Our supposing such a moral necessity in the 
acts of God’s will as has been spoken of, is so far 
from necessarily derogating from the riches of 
God s grace to such as are the chosen objects of 
his favour, that. in many instances this moral 
necessity may arise from goodness, and from the 
great degree of it. God may choose this object 
rather than another, as having a superior fitness to 
answer the ends, designs, and inclinations, of his 
goodness ; being more sinful, and so more miser¬ 
able and necessitous than others, the inclinations 
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° f Iafin , lte ^ orc y and Benevolence may be more 
gratified, and the gracious design of God’s sending 
his Son into the world, may be more abundantly 

answered, m the exercises of mercy towards suck 
an object, ratlier than, another. 

One thing more I would observe, before I finish 
iv hat I have to say on the head of the necessity 

aCt8 l ° f God vi WU1; and that is > that some¬ 
thing much more like a servile subjection of the 

Divine Being to fatal necessity, will follow from 

Arminian principles than from the doctrines which 

they oppose. For they (at least most of them) 

suppose, with respect to all events that happen in 

the moral wond, depending on the volitions of 

events TT’ ^ ai ' e the most important 
events of the universe, to which all others are 

to b thSe th 5 / PIT’ u they 8U PP° se - with respect 
certidn. 0 futurit* 1 " ^ * S °’ ^ lied 

of his fnd ?2’ pn ^ ‘° an y desi S us volitions 

his volitions must be subject, as he would wisely 

the°^ n J 0da f e il h - S affairS t0 this fixed ^turity of 
the state of things in the moral world. So that 

Here, instead of a moral necessity of God’s will 

arising from, or consisting in, the infinite perfection 

S’ unalterable state of things, properly dSct 

[he state ^the° f Dlviae ^ind, and 
the state of the Divine will and design and 

entirely independent on these things, and wlnch 

hqy have no hand in, because they are tfrior 

o them; and which God’s will is truly subject 

to, being obliged to conform or accommodate 
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himself to it, in all his purposes and decrees, and 
' in everything he does in his disposals and govern¬ 
ment of the world ; the moral world being the 
end of the natural; so that all is in vain, that is 
not accommodated to that state of the moral 
world, which consists in, or depends upon, the 
acts and state of the wills of moral agents, which 
had a fixed futurition from eternity. Such a sub¬ 
jection to necessity as this, would truly argue an 
inferiority and servitude, that would be unworthy 
of the Supreme Being; and is much more agree¬ 
able to the notion which many of the heathen 
had of fate, as above the gods, than that moral 
necessity of fitness and wisdom which has been 
spoken of; and is truly repugnant to the absolute 
sovereignty of God, and inconsistent with the 
supremacy of his will; and really subjects the 
will of the Most High to the will of his creatures, 
and brings him into dependence upon them. 

SECTION IX. 

CONCERNING THAT OBJECTION AGAINST THE DOCTRINE 

WHICH HAS BEEN MAINTAINED, THAT IT MAKES GOD 

THE AUTHOR OF SIN. 

It is urged by Arminians, that the doctrine of 
the necessity of men’s volitions, or their necessary 
connection with antecedent events and circum¬ 
stances, makes the First Cause, and Supreme 
Orderer of all things, the author of sin ; m that 
he has so constituted the state and course ot 
things, that sinful volitions beco me n ecessary, m 
consequence of his disposal. Dr. Whitby, in,his 
“ Discourse on the Freedom ot the W"ill, * cites 

* On the Five Points, p. 361. 
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one of the ancients as on his side, declaring that 
this opinion of the necessity of the will “ absolves 
sinners, as doing nothing of their own accord 
which was evil, and would cast all the blame of 
all the wickedness committed in the world upon. 
God, and upon his providence, if that were ad¬ 
mitted by the assertors of this fate ; whether he 
himself did necessitate them to do these things, or 
ordered matters so that they should be constrained 
to do them by some other cause.” And the doctor 
says, in another place,* “ In the nature of the 
thing, and in the opinion of philosophers, causa 
deficicns , in rebus neccssanis , a cl causarn per se 
cfficientcm reducenda est —in things necessary, the 
deficient cause must be reduced to the efficient. 
And in this case the reason is evident; because 
the not doing what is required, or not avoiding 
what is forbidden, being a defect, must follow 

from the position of the necessary cause of that 
deficiency.” J 

. Concerning this, I would observe the follow¬ 
ing things : 

. ^ there be any difficulty in this matter, it 

is nothing peculiar to this scheme ; it is no dif¬ 
ficulty or disadvantage, wherein it is distinguished 
from the scheme of Arminians; and, therefore, 
not reasonably objected by them. 

Dr. Whitby supposes, that * if sin necessarily 
follows from God’s withholding assistance, or if 
that assistance be not given, which is absolutely 
necessary to the avoiding of evil; then, in the 
nature ot the thing, God must be as properly 
the •author of that evil, as if he were the efficient 
cause of it. From whence, according to what 

* On the Five Points, p. 486. 



358 


HOW GOD IS CONCERNED 


Part TV. 


he himself says of the devils and damned spirits, 
God must be the proper author of their perfect 
unrestrained wickedness: he must be the efficient 
cause of the great pride of the devils, and of their 
perfect malignity against God, Christ, his saints, 
and all that is good, and of the insatiable cruelty 
of their disposition. For he allows, that God has 
so forsaken them, and does so withhold his assist¬ 
ance from them, that they are incapacitated from 
doing good, and determined only to evil. * Our 
doctrine, in its consequence, makes God the author 
of men’s sin in this world, no more, and in no 
other sense, than his doctrine, in its consequence, 
makes God the author of the hellish pride and 
malice of the devils. And doubtless the latter is 
as odious an effect $s the former. 

Again, if it will follow at all , that God is the 
author of sin, from what has been supposed of a 
sure and infallible connection between antecedents 
and consequents, it will follow because of this, viz., 
that for God to be the author or orderer of those 
things which he knows beforehand will infallibly 
be attended with such a consequence, is the same 
thing, in effect, as for him to be the author of that 
consequence. But if this be so, this is a difficulty 
which equally attends the doctrine of Arminians 
themselves; at least, of those of them who allow 
God’s certain foreknowledge of all events. For, 
on the supposition of such a foreknowledge, this 
is the case with respect to every sin that is com¬ 
mitted : God knew, that if he ordered and brought 
to pass such and such events, such sins would 
infallibly follow. As, for instance, God certainly 
foreknew, long before Judas was born, that if he 

* On the Five Points, pp. 302, 305. 
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ordered things so, that there should he such a man 
born, at such a time and at such a place, and that 
his life should he preserved, and that he should, 
in Divine providence, be led into acquaintance 
with Jesus; and that his heart should be so in¬ 
fluenced by God’s Spirit. or providence, as to be 
inclined to he a follower of Christ; and that he 
should be one of those twelve, which should be 
chosen constantly to attend him as his family; and 
that his health should be preserved, so that he 
should go up to Jerusalem, at the last passover in 
Christ’s life; and it should be so ordered, that 
Judas should see Christ's kind treatment of the 
woman which anointed him at Bethany, and have 
that reproof from Christ which he had at that 
time, and see and hear other things which excited 
his enmity against his Master, and other circum¬ 
stances should be ordered as they were ordered; 
it would be what would most certainly and in¬ 
fallibly follow, that Judas would betray his Lord, 
and would soon after hang himself, and die im¬ 
penitent, and be sent to hell for his horrid 
wickedness. 

Therefore, this supposed difficulty ought not to 
be brought as an objection against the scheme 
which has been maintained, as disagreeing with 
the Arminian scheme, seeing it is no difficultv 
owing to such o. disagreement; but a difficulty 
wherein the Arminians share with us. That must 
be unreasonably made an objection against our 
differing from them, which we should not escape or 
avoid at all by agreeing with them. 

And therefore I would observe: 

II. They who object, that this doctrine makes 
God the author of sin, ought distinctly to explain 
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what they mean by that phrase, the author of sin. 
I know the phrase, as it is commonly used, signifies 
something very ill. If by the author of sin , be 
meant, the sinner , the agent, or actor of sin , or 
the doer of a wicked thing ; so it would be a 
reproach and blasphemy to suppose God to be the 
author of sin. In this sense, I utterly deny God 
to be the author of sin ; rejecting such an im¬ 
putation on the Most High, as what is infinitely 
to be abhorred; and deny any such thing to be 
the consequence of what I have laid down. But 
if, by the author of sin, is meant the permitter, 
or not a hinderer of sin; and, at the same time, a 
disposer of the state of events, in such a manner, 
for wise, holy, and most excellent ends and pur¬ 
poses, that sin, if it be permitted or not hindered, 
will most certainly and infallibly follow : I say, 
if this be all that is meant, by being the author 
of sin, I do not deny that God is the author of sin 
(though I dislike and reject the phrase, as that 
which by use and custom is apt to carry another 
sense) ; it is no reproach for the Most High to be 
thus the author of sin. This is not to be the 
actor of sin, but, on the contrary, of holiness. 
What God doth herein is holy, and a glorious 
exercise of the infinite excellency of his nature. 
And I do not deny, that God’s being thus the 
author of sin follows from what I have laid down; 
and I assert, that it equally follows from the 
doctrine which is maintained by most of the 
Arminian divines. 

That it is most certainly so, that God is in such 
a manner the disposer and orderer of sin, is evident, 
if any credit is to be given to the Scripture; as 
well as because it is impossible, in the nature of 
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things to be otherwise. In such a manner God # 
ordered the obstinacy of Pharaoh, in his refusing 
to obey God’s commands, to let the people go. 
Exod. iv. 21 : “I will harden his heart, and he 
shall not let the people go.” Chap. vii. 2-5 : 

“ Aaron thy brother shall speak unto Pharaoh, 
that he send the children of Israel out of his land. 
And I will harden Pharaoh’s heart, and multiply 
my signs and my wonders in the land of Egypt. 
But Pharaoh shall not hearken unto you; that I 
may lay mine hand upon Egypt, by great judg¬ 
ments,” &c. Chap. ix. 12 : “ And the Lord hard¬ 
ened the heart of Pharaoh, and he hearkened not 
unto them, as the Lord had spoken unto Moses.” 
Chap. x. 1, 2: “ And the Lord said unto Moses, 
Go in unto Pharaoh; for I have hardened his 
heart, and the heart of his servants, that I might 
show these my signs before him; and that thou 
mayest tell it in the ears of thy son, and thy son’s 
son, what things I have wrought in Egypt, and 
my signs which I have done amongst them; that 
ye may know that I am the Lord.” Chap. xiv. 4 : 

“ And I will harden Pharaoh’s heart, that he shall 
follow after them : and I will be honoured upon 
Pharaoh and upon all his host.” Verse S : “ And 
the Lord hardened the heart of Pharaoh king of 
Egypt, and he pursued after the children of 
Israel.” And it is certain that, in such a manner, 
God, for wise and good ends, ordered that event, 
Joseph’s being sold into Egypt by his brethren. 
Gen. xlv. 5 : “ Now, therefore, be not grieved, nor 
angry with yourselves, that ye sold me hither; for 
God did send me before you to preserve life.” 
Ver. 7, 8 : “ God did send me before you to pre¬ 
serve a posterity in the earth, and to save your 
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lives by a great deliverance: so that now it was 
r not you that sent me hither, but God.” Psalm 
cvii. 17: “ He sent a man before them, even 
Joseph, who was sold for a servant.” It is certain, 
that thus God ordered the sin and folly of Sihon 
king of the Amorites, in refusing to let the people 
of Israel pass by him peaceably. Deut. ii 30 : “ But 
Sihon king of Heshbon would not let us pass by 
him; for the Lord thy God hardened his spirit, 
and made his heart obstinate, that he might deliver 
him into thine hand.” It is certain, that God thus 
ordered the sin and folly of the kings of Canaan, 
that they attempted not to make peace with Israel, 
but, with a stupid boldness and obstinacy, set them¬ 
selves violently to oppose them and their God. 
Josh. xi. 20: “ For it was of the Lord, to harden 
their hearts, that they should come against Israel 
in battle, that he might destroy them utterly, and 
that they might have no favour; but that he might 
destroy them, as the Lord commanded Moses.” 
It is evident, that thus God ordered the treacherous 
rebellion of Zedekiah against the king of Babylon. 
Jer. lii. 3: “ For through the anger of the Lord 
it came to pass in Jerusalem and Judah, until he 
had cast them out from his presence, that Zede¬ 
kiah rebelled against the king of Babylon.” So, 

2 Kings, xxiv. 20. And it is exceeding manifest,' 
that God thus ordered the rapine and unrighteous 
ravages of Nebuchadnezzar, in spoiling and ruin¬ 
ing the nations round about. Jer. xxv. 9 • “ Be¬ 
hold, I will send and take all the families of the 
north, saith the Lord, and Nebuchadnezzar my 
servant, and will bring them against this land? 
and against ail the nations round about; and will 
utterly destroy them, and make them an astonish- 
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ment, and a hissing, and perpetual desolations.’’ 
Chap, xlm, 10, 11 . “I will send and take Nebu¬ 
chadnezzar the king of Babylon, my servant; and 
1 will set his throne upon these stones that I have 
hid, and he shall spread his royal pavilion over 
them. And when he cometh, he shall smite the 

: , d E sypt> and deliver such as are for death 
to death and such as are for captivity to captivity, 
and such as are for the sword to the sword!” 
I hus God represents himself as sending for Nebu¬ 
chadnezzar, and talcing of him and his armies, and 
bringing him against the nations which were to 
be destroyed by him, to that very end, that he 
might utterly destroy them, and make them deso¬ 
late , and as appointing the work that he should 
> so particularly, that the very persons were 
deigned that he should kill with the sword, and 
those that should be killed with famine and pesti¬ 
lence, and those that should be carried into cap- 

should m d ° ing aU theSe thin g s he 

be intended, than that he should serve his purposes 
and designs And in Jer. xxvii. 4-6, Goddedares 
. he would cause him thus to serve his designs 
Viz., by bringing this to pass in his sovereign dis- 
posals, as the great Possessor and Governor of the 

him er ‘‘T? at d ^?°l CS T al1 i hingS J Ust as pleases 

Israel • ft 8a,th , th ® Lord of Hosts, the God of 
Israel I have made the earth, the man and the 

beast that are upon the ground, by my great 

power, and by my out-stretched arm, and have 
given it unto whom it seemed meet unto me And 
notv I have given all these lands into the hands of 

the field havr? M ' Y SE V ANT; and beasts of 
the field have I given also to serve him.” And 

2 L 
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Nebuchadnezzar is spoken of as doing these things, 
by having his arms strengthened by God, and having 
God's sword put into his hands , for this end . Ezek. 
xxx. 24-26. Yea, God speaks of his terribly 
ravaging and wasting the nations, and cruelly de¬ 
stroy in°* all sorts, without distinction of sex or age, 
a*s the weapon in God’s hand, and the instrument 
of his indignation, which God makes use oi to 
fulfil his own purposes, and execute his own ven- 

geance. Jer. li. 20, &c.: “ Thou art my battle- 
axe and weapons of war: for with thee will 1 
break in pieces the nations; and with thee 1 will 
destroy kingdoms; and with thee I will break in 
pieces the horse and his rider; and with thee 1 
will break in pieces the chariot and his rider; with 
thee also will I break in pieces man and woman; 
and with thee will I break in pieces old and young; 
and with thee will I break in pieces the young 
man and the maid,” &c. It is represented, that 
the designs of IN ebuehadne&ar, and those that 
destroyed Jerusalem, never could have been 
accomplished, had not God determined them as 

well as they. Lam iii. 37: “Who is he that 

saith, and it cometh to pass, and the Lord com- 
mandeth it not ? ” And yet the king of Babylon’s 
thus destroying the nations, and especially the 
Jews, is spoken of as his great wickedness, for 
which God finally destroyed him. Isa. xiv. 4, 5, 
6, 12. Hab. ii 5-12, and Jer. L and li. It is 

most manifest, that God, to serve his own designs, 
providentially ordered Shimei’s cursing David. 
2 Sam. xvi. 10, 11: “ The Lord hath said unto 
him, Curse David. Let him curse: for the Lord 
hath bidden him.” 

It is certain, that God thus, for excellent, holy» 
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gracious, and glorious ends, ordered the fact which 
they committed who were concerned in Christ’s 
death ; and that therein they did but fulfil God’s 
designs. As, I trust, no Christian will deny it 
was the design of God, that Christ should be cruci¬ 
fied, and that for this end he came into the world. 
It is very manifest, by many Scriptures, that the 
whole affair of Christ’s crucifixion, with its circum¬ 
stances, and the treachery of Judas, that made 
way for it, was ordered in God’s providence, in 
pursuance of his purpose; notwithstanding the 
violence that is used with those plain Scriptures, 
to obscure and pervert the sense of them. Acts ii. 
23 : “ Him, being delivered by the determinate 
counsel and foreknowledge of God,* ye have taken, 
and by wicked hands have crucified and slain ” 
Luke xxii. 21, 22 : + “ But, behold, the hand of 
him that betrayeth me is with me on the table. 
And truly the Son pf man goeth as it was deter- 
mmed. Acts iv. 27, 28 : “ For, of a truth, against 
thy holy child Jesus, whom thou hast anointed, 
both Herod and Pontius Pilate, with the Gentiles 
and the people of Israel, were gathered together, 
for to do whatsoever thy hand and thy counsel 
determined before to be done.” Acts iii. 17, 18 : 


• *-r Q I otiu8 ’ M .as Beza, observes, irporyvaj^is must here 
signify decree; and Eisner has shown that it has that signification 
in approved Greek writers. And it is certain ckSotos signifies one 
given up into the hands of an enemy.”— Doddridge in loc 

t “ As this passage is not liable to the ambiguities which some 
have apprehended m Acts ii. 23, and iv. 28 (which yet seem on the 
whole to be para lol to it, in their most natural construction), I look 
upon it as an evident proof, that those things are in the language of 
fecnpture, said to be cfetenmned or decreed (or exactly bounded and 
marked out by God, as the word d pi fr most naturally signilies), 
which he sees in fact will happen, m con seq uence of his volitions 
without any necessitating agency; os well lb those events of which 
he is properly the author.”— Idem in loc . 
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“ And now, brethren, I wot that through ignorance 
ye did it, as did also your rulers. But those 
things, which God before had showed by the mouth 
of all his prophets, that Christ should suffer, he 
hath so fulfilled.” So that what these murderers 
of Christ did, is spoken of as what God brought 
to pass, or ordered, and that by which he fulfilled 

his own word. , . 

In Rev. xvii. 17, the agreeing of the kings of 

the earth to give their kingdom to the beast , thoug 
it was a very wicked thing in them, is spoken o 
as a fulfilling God's will , and what God had put 
into their hearts to do * It is manifest, that Go 
sometimes permits sin to be committed, and at the 
same time orders things so, that if he permits 6 
fact, it will come to pass, because, on some accounts, 
he sees it needful and of importance that it showr¬ 
oom e to pass. Matt, xviii. 7: “ It must needs e 
that offences come ; but wo to that man by whom 
the offence cometh.” With 1 Cor. xi. 19: ‘ Bor 
there must also be heresies among you, that 
they which are approved may be made manliest 

among you.” , 

Thus it is certain and demonstrable, from the 

holy Scriptures, as well as the nature of things, 
and the principles of Arminians, that God per mi s 
sin ; and, at the same time, so orders things in ts 
providence, that it certainly and infallibly wi 
come to pass, in consequence of his permission. 

I proceed to observe in the next place: 

III. That there is a great difference between 
God’s being concerned thus, by his permission , in 
an event and act, which, in the inherent suhjee 
and agent of it, is sin (though the event will cer¬ 
tainly follow on his permission), and his being 
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concerned in it by producing it and exerting the 
act of sin ; or between his being the orderer of 
its certain existence, by not hindering it, under 
certain circumstances, and his being the proper 
actor or author of it, by a positive agency or 
efficiency. And this, notwithstanding what Dr. 
Whitby offers about a saying of philosophers, that 
causa dejiciens , in rebus necessariis , ad causam 
per se efficientem reducenda est. As there is a 
vast difference between the sun’s being the cause 
of the lightsomeness and warmth of the atmosphere, 
and brightness of gold and diamonds, by its pre¬ 
sence and positive influence; and its being the 
occasion of darkness and frost in the night by its 
motion, whereby it descends below the horizon. 
The motion of the sun is the occasion of the latter 
kind of events; but it is not the proper cause, 
efficient, or producer of them ; though they are 
necessarily consequent on that motion, under such 
circumstances : no more is any action of the Divine 
Being the cause of the evil of men’s wills. If the 
sun were the proper cause of cold and darkness, 
it would be the fountain of these things, as it is 
the fountain of light and heat; and then something 
might be argued from the nature of cold and dark¬ 
ness, to a likeness of nature in the sun; and it 


might be justly inferred, that the sun itself is dark 
and cold, and that his beams are black and frosty. 
But from its being the cause no otherwise than by 
its departure, no such thing can be inferred, but 
the contrary : it may justly be argued, that the 
sun is a bright and hot body, if cold and darkness 
are found to be the consequence of its withdraw- 
ment; and the more constantly and necessarily 
these effects are connected with ^aojtfijued to its 
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absence, the more strongly does it argue the sun to 
be the fountain of light and heat. So, inasmuch 
as sin is not the fruit of any positive agency or 
influence of the Most High, but, on the contrary, 
arises from the withholding of his action and 
energy, and, under certain circumstances, neces¬ 
sarily follows on the want of his influence ; this is 
no argument that he is sinful, or his operation evil, 
or has anything of the nature of evil; but, on the 
contrary, that he, and his agency, are altogether 
good and holy, and that he is the fountain of all 
holiness. It would be strange arguing, indeed, 
because men never commit sin, but only when God 
leaves them to themselves , and necessarily sin when 
he does so, that therefore their sin is not from 
themselves , but from God; and so, that God must 
be a sinful being: as strange as it would be to 
argue, because it is always dark when the sun is 
gone, and never dark when the sun is present, that 
therefore all darkness is from the sun, and that his 
disc and beams must needs be black. 

TV. It properly belongs to the supreme and 
absolute Governor of the universe to order all 
important events within his dominion by his 
wisdom: but the events in the moral world are 
of the most important kind; such as the moral 
actions of intelligent creatures, and their conse¬ 
quences. 

These events will be ordered by something- 
They will either be disposed by wisdom, or they 
will be disposed by chance; that is, they will be 
disposed by blind and undesigning causes, if that 
were possible, and could be called a disposal. I s 
it not better that the good and evil which happen 
in God’s world, should be ordered, regulated. 
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bounded, and determined, by the good pleasure of 
an infinitely wise Being,—who perfectly compre¬ 
hends within his understanding and constant view 
the universality of things, in all their extent and 
duration, and sees all the influence of every event, 
with respect to every individual thing and circum¬ 
stance throughout the grand system, and the 
whole of the eternal series of consequences,—than 
to leave these things to fall out by chance, and to 
be determined by those causes which have no 
understanding or aim ? Doubtless, in these im¬ 
portant events there is a better and a worse, as to 
the time, subject, place, manner, and circumstances 
of their coming to pass, with regard to their influ¬ 
ence on the state and course of things. And if 
there be, it is certainly best that they should be 
determined to that time, place, Ac., which is best. 
And therefore it is in its own nature fit, that 
wisdom, and not chance, should order these things. 
So that it belongs to the Being who is the Pos¬ 
sessor of infinite wisdom, and is the Creator and 
Owner of the whole system of created existences, 
and has the care of all; I say it belongs to him to 
take care of this matter; and he would not do 
what is proper for him if he should neglect it. 
And it is so far from being unholy in him to 
undertake this affair, that it would rather have 
been unholy to neglect it; as it would have been 
a neglecting what fitly appertains to him ; and so 
it would have been a very unfit and unsuitable 
neglect. 

Therefore the sovereignty of God doubtless ex¬ 
tends to this matter; especially considering, that 
if it should be supposed to be otherwise, and God 
should leave men’s volitions, and all moral events, 
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to the determination and disposition of blind un¬ 
meaning causes, or they should be left to happen 
perfectly without a cause; this would be no more 
consistent with liberty, in any notion of it, and 
particularly not in the Arminian notion of it, than 
if these events were subject to the disposal of 
Divine Providence, and the will of man were de¬ 
termined by circumstances which are ordered and 
disposed by Divine wisdom, as appears by what 
has been already observed. But it is evident, that 
such a providential disposing and determining 
men’s moral actions, though it infers a moral 
necessity of those actions, yet it does not in the 
least infringe the real liberty of mankind; the 
only liberty that common sense teaches to be 
necessary to moral agency, which, as has been 
demonstrated, is not inconsistent with such ne¬ 
cessity. 

On the whole it is manifest, that God may be, 
in the manner which has been described, the 
orderer and disposer of that event, which, in the 
inherent subject and agent is moral evil; and yet 
his so doing may be no moral evil. He may will 
the disposal of such an event, and its coming tc 
pass, for good ends, and his will not be an im¬ 
moral or sinful will, but a perfectly holy will. 
And he may actually, in his providence, so dispose 
and permit things, that the event may be certainly 
and infallibly connected with such disposal and 
permission, and his act therein not be an immoral 
or unholy, but a perfectly holy act. Sin may be 
an evil thing; and yet that there should be such 
a disposal and permission as that it should come 
to pass, may be a good thing. This is no con¬ 
tradiction or inconsistence. Joseph’s brethren’s 
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selling him into Egypt, consider it only as it was 
acted by them, and with respect to their views * 
and aims, which were evil, was a very bad thing; 
but it was a good thing, as it was an event of 
God’s ordering, and considered with respect to his 
views and aims, which were good. Gen. 1. 20 : 

As for you, ye thought evil against me; but God 
meant it unto good.” So the crucifixion of Christ, 
if we consider only those things which belong to 
the event as it proceeded from his murderers, 
a £ d . are comprehended within the compass of the 
affair considered as their act, their principles, dis¬ 
positions, views, and aims; so it was one of the 
most heinous things that ever was done, in many 
respects the most horrid of all acts : but consider 
it as it was willed and ordered of God, in the 
extent of his designs and views, it was the most 
admirable and glorious of all events; and God’s 
willing the event was the most holy volition of 
God that ever was made known to men; and 
God s act in ordering it was a divine act, which, 
above all others, manifests the moral excellency of 
the Divine Being. 

The consideration of these things may help us 
to a sufficient answer to the cavils of Arminians, 
concerning what has been supposed by many 
Calvinists, of a distinction between a secret and 
revealed will of God, and their diversity one from 
the other; supposing that the Calvinists herein 
ascribe inconsistent wills to the Most High : which 
is without any foundation. God’s secret and 
revealed will, or, in other words, his disposing 
and perceptive will, may be diverse, and exercised 
in dissimilar acts, the one in disapproving and 
opposing, the other in willing and determining, 
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without any inconsistence. Because, although 
r these dissimilar exercises of the Divine will may, 
in some respects, relate to the same things, yet, in 
strictness, they have different and contrary objects, 
the one evil, and the other good. Thus, for in¬ 
stance, the crucifixion of Christ was a thing 
contrary to the revealed or perceptive will of God; 
because, as it was viewed and done by his malig¬ 
nant murderers, it was a thing infinitely contrary 
to the holy nature of God, and so necessarily 
contrary to the holy inclination of his heart, 
revealed in his law. Yet this does not at all hinder 
but that the crucifixion of Christ, considered with 
all those glorious consequences which were within 
the view of the Divine Omniscience, might be 
indeed, and therefore might appear to God to be, 
a glorious event; and consequently be agreeable to 
his will, though this will may be secret, i.e., not 
revealed in God’s law. And thus considered, the 
crucifixion of Christ was not evil, but good. If 
the secret exercises of God’s will were of a kind 
that is dissimilar, and contrary to his revealed will 
respecting the same or like objects; if the objects 
of both were good, or both evil; then, indeed, to 
ascribe contrary kinds of volition or inclination to 
God respecting these objects, would be to ascribe 
an inconsistent will to God: but to ascribe to him 
different and opposite exercises of heart respecting 
different objects, and objects contrary one to 
another, is so far from supposing God’s will to 
be inconsistent with itself, that it cannot be sup¬ 
posed consistent with itself any other way. For 
any being to have a will of choice respecting good, 
and, at the same time, a will of rejection and 
refusal respecting evil, is to be very consistent: 
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but the contrary, viz., to have the same will 
towards these contrary objects, and to choose and 
love both good and evil at the same time, is to be 
very inconsistent. 

There is no inconsistence in supposing, that God 
may hate a thing as it is in itself, and considered 
simply as evil, and yet that it may be his will it 
should come to pass, considering all consequences. 
I believe there is no person of good understanding, 
who will venture to say, he is certain that it is 
impossible it should be best, taking in the whole 
compass and extent of existence, and all con¬ 
sequences in the endless series of events, that there 
should be such a thing as moral evil in the world.* 


* Here are worthy to bo observed some passages of a late noted 
writer, of our nation, that nobody who is acquainted with will sus¬ 
pect to be very favourable to Calvinism. “ It is difficult,” says he, 
“ to handle the necessity of evil in such a manuer as not to stumble 
such as are not above oeing alarmed at propositions which have an 
uncommon sound. But if philosophers will but reflect calmly on 
the matter, they will find, that, consistently with the unlimited 
power of the Supreme Cause, it may be said, that in the best-ordered 
system, evils must have place.”— Turnbull's Principles of Moral 
Philosophy , pp. 327, 328. He is there speaking of moral evils, as 
may be seen. 

Again, the same author, in bis second volume, entitled u Christian 
Philosophy,” p. 35, has these words: “ If the Author and Governor 
of all things bo infinitely perfect , then whatever is, is right; of all 
possible systems he hath chosen the best; and consequently there is 
no absolute evil in the universe. This being the case, all the seeming 
imperfections or evils in it are such only in a partial view; and, with 
respect to the whole system, they are goods.” 

“ Whence , then , comes evilT is the question that hath, in all ages, 
been reckoned the Gordian knot in philosophy. And indeed, if wo 
own the existence of evil in the world in an absolute sense, wo 
diametrically contradict what hath been just now proved of God. 
For if there be any evil in the system, that is not good with respect 
to the whole , then is the whole not good, but evil, or, at best, very 
imperfect: and an author must be as his workmanship is; as is the 
eject, such is the cause. But the solution of this difficulty is at 
hand; that there is no evil in the universe. What! are there no 
pains, no imperfections? 16 there no misery,no vice, in the world? 
or, are not these evils f Evils indeed they are; that is, those of one 
sort are hurtful, and those of the other 6ort are equally hurtful and 
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And if so, it will certainly follow, that an infinitely 
wise Being, who always chooses what is best, must 
choose that there should be such a thing. And if 
so, then such a choice is not an evil, but a wise 
and holy choice. And if so, then that providence 
which is agreeable to such a choice, is a wise and 
holy providence. Men do will sin as sin, and so 
are the authors and actors of it: they love it as 
sin, and for evil ends and purposes. God does 
not will sin as sin, or for the sake of anything 
evil; though it be his pleasure so to order things, 
that, he permitting, sin will come to pass; for the 
sake of the great good that by his disposal shall be 
the consequence. His willing to order things so 
that evil should come to pass, for the sake of the 
contrary good, is no argument that he does not 
hate evil as evil: and if so, then it is no reason 
why he may not reasonably forbid evil as evil, and 
punish it as such. 

The Arminians themselves must be obliged, 
whether they will or no, to allow a distinction of 
God’s will, amounting to just the same thing 
that Calvinists intend by their distinction of a 
secret and revealed will. They must allow a 

abominable: but they are not evil or mischievous with respect to 
the whole." — Ibid-, p. 37. 

“ But He is, at the same time, said to create evil, darkness, con¬ 
fusion; and yet to do no evil, but to be the Author of good only. 

He is called the Father of lights ; the Author of every perfect and 
yood gift, with whom there is no variableness nor shadow of tui'niny; 
who tempteth no man, but giveth to all men liberally , and upbraideth not. 
And yet, by the prophet Isaiah, He is introduced saying of himself, 

J form light, and create darkness ; I make peace, and create evil: I the 
Lord do all these things. What is the meaning, the plain language 
of all this, but that the Lord delighteth in goodness, and (as the 
Scripture speaks) evil is his strange work t He intends and pursues 
the universal good of his creation: and the evil which happens, is not 
permitted for its own sake, or through any pleasure in evil, but 
because it is requisite to the greater good pursued.”— Ibid. p. 42. 
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distinction of those things which God thinks best 
should be, considering all circumstances and con- * 
sequences, and so are agreeable to his disposing 
will, and those things which he loves, and are 
agreeable to his nature, in themselves considered. 
Who is there that will dare to say, that the 
hellish pride, malice, and cruelty of devils, are 
agreeable to God, and what he likes and approves? 
And yet, I trust, there is no Christian divine but 
what will allow, that it is agreeable to God’s will 
so to order and dispose things concerning them, 
so to leave them to themselves, and give them up 
to their own wickedness, that this perfect wicked¬ 
ness should be a necessary consequence. Be sure 

Dr. AVhitby’s words do plainly suppose and 
allow it. * 

These following things may be laid down as 
maxims of plain truth, and indisputable evidence. 

1* That God is a 'perfectly happy being, in the 
most absolute and highest sense possible. 

2. That it will follow from hence, that God 
is free from everything that is contrary to hap¬ 
piness; and so, that in strict propriety of speech, 
there is no such thing as any pain, grief, or 
trouble in God. 

3. When any intelligent being is really crossed 
and disappointed, and things are contrary to what 
he truly desires, he is the less pleased , or has 
less pleasure, his pleasure and happiness is- 
diminished , and he suffers what is disagreeable 
to him, or is the subject of something that is of 
a nature contrary to joy and happiness, even 
•pain and grief, f 

* Whitby on the Five Points, Edit. 2, pp. 300, 305, 309. 

t Certainly it is not less absurd and unreasonable to talk of God’s 
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From this last axiom it follows, that if no dis¬ 
tinction is to be admitted between God’s hatred of 
sin, and his will with respect to the event and 
the existence of sin, as the all-wise Determiner of 
all events, under the view of all consequences 
through the whole compass and series of things ; 
I say, then, it certainly follows, that the coming 
to pass of every individual act of sin is truly, all 
things considered, contrary to his will, and that 
his will is really crossed in it; and this in pro¬ 
portion as he hates it. And as God’s hatred of 
sin is infinite, by reason of the infinite contrariety 
of his holy nature to sin ; so his will is infinitely 
crossed in every act of sin that happens. Which 
is as much as to say : He endures that which is 
infinitely disagreeable to him, by means of every 
act of sin that he sees committed. And therefore, 
as appears by the preceding positions, he endures 
truly and really infinite grief or pain from every 
sin. Amd so he must be infinitely crossed, and 
suffer infinite pain every day, in millions of mil¬ 
lions of instances : he must continually be the 
subject of an immense number of real and truly 
infinitely great crosses and vexations. Which 
would be to make him infinitely the most miser¬ 
able of all beings. 

If any objector should say: All that these 
things amount to is, that God may do evil that 
good may come , which is justly esteemed im¬ 
moral and sinful in men ; and therefore may be 
justly esteemed inconsistent with the moral per- 

will and desires being truly and properly crossed, without his 
suffering any uneasiness, or anything grievous or disagreeable, thafr 
it is to talk of something that may be called a revealed will , which 
may, in some respect, be different from a secret purpose; which 
purpose may be fulfilled, when the other is opposed. 
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fections of God. I answer : tliat for God to 
dispose and permit evil, in the manner that has* 
been spoken of, is not to do evil that good may 
come; for it is not to do evil at all. In order 
to a thing’s being morally evil, there must be 
one of these things belonging to it: either it must 
be a thing unfit and unsuitable in its own nature; 
or it must have a bad tendency; or it must 
proceed from an evil disposition , and be done for 
an evil end. But neither of these things can be 
attributed to God’s ordering and permitting such 
events, as the immoral acts of creatures, for good 
ends. (1.) It is not unfit in its own nature , 
that he should do so. For it is in its own nature 
fit, that infinite wisdom , and not blind chance, 
should dispose moral good and evil in the world. 
And it is fit , that the Being who has infinite 
wisdom, and is the Maker, Owner, and supreme 
Governor of the world, should take care of that 
matter. And therefore there is no unfitness or 
unsuitableness in his doing it. It may be unfit, 
and so immoral, for any other beings to go about 
to order this affair; because they are not possessed 
of a wisdom, that in any manner fits them for it; 
and, in other respects, they are not fit to be 
trusted with this affair ; nor does it belong to 
them, they not being the owners and lords of the 

universe. 

We need not be afraid to affirm, that if a wise 
and good man knew with absolute certainty, it 
would be best, all things considered, that there 
should be such a thing as moral evil in the world, 
«it would not be contrary to his wisdom and good¬ 
ness, for him to choose that it should be so. It is 
no evil desire to desire good, and to desire that 

0 
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which, all things considered, is best. And it is no 
unwise choice, to choose that that should be, which 
it is best should be; and to choose the existence 
of that thing concerning which this is known, 
viz., that it is best it should be, and so is known in 
the whole to be most worthy to be chosen. On 
the contrary, it would be a plain defect in wisdom 
and goodness, for him not to choose it. And the 
reason why he might not order it, if he were able, 
would not be because he might not desire it, but 
the ordering of that matter does not belong 
to him. But it is no harm for him who is, b} r 
right, and in the greatest propriety, the supreme 
Orderer of all things, to order everything in such 
a manner, as it would be a point of wisdom in him 
to choose that they should be ordered. If it would 
be a plain defect of wisdom and goodness in a 
being, not to choose that that should be, which he 
certainly knows it would, all things considered, be 
best should be (as was but now observed), then it 
must be impossible for a being who has no defect 
of wisdom and goodness, to do otherwise than 
choose it should be; and that for this very reason, 
because he is perfectly wise and good. And if it 
be agreeable to perfect Wisdom and Goodness for 
him to choose that it should be, and the ordering 
of all things supremely and perfectly belongs to 
him, it must be agreeable to infinite Wisdom and 
Goodness to order that it should be. If the choice 
is good, the ordering and disposing things ac¬ 
cording to that choice must also be good. It can 
be no harm in one to whom it belongs to do his 
will in the armies of heaven , and amongst thk 
inhabitants of the earth , to execute a good voli¬ 
tion. If this will be good, and the object of his 
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will be, all things considered, good and best, then 

the choosing or willing it, is not willing evil that 

good may come. And, if so, then his ordering- 

according to that will, is not doing evil that good 
may come. 

2. It is not of a bad tendency , for the Supreme 
eing thus to order and permit that moral evil to 

. e ’. w “. lc h 18 best should come to pass. For that 
i is o good tendency, is the very thing supposed 
in the point now in question. Christ’s crucifixion, 
oug a most horrid fact in them that perpetrated 

ordIred 0 of m God 8l0riOU8 tendenc y as Permitted and 

3. Nor is there any need of supposing it pro¬ 
ceed* from any evil disposition or aim; for by 
the supposition, what is aimed at is good, and 
good is the actual issue, in the final residt of 


SECTION X. 

CONCERNING SIN’S FIRST ENTRANCE INTO THE WORLD. 

The things which have already been offered mav 
serve to obviate or clear many of the objections 
which might be raised concerning sin’s first 
coming into the world; as though it would follow 
from the doctrine maintained, that God must be 

fhfnt? h r f ° f f h L fi m t 8m ’ throu S h his so disposing 

permission, that the sinful act should be committed 
&c. I need not, therefore, stand to repe^t what 
has been said already about such a necessity’s not 

of sin, in anv ill 
sense, or in any such sense as to infringe an v 

2 M o J 
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r liberty of man, concerned in his moral agency, or 
capacity of blame, guilt, and punishment. 

But, if it should nevertheless be said, supposing 
the case so, that God, when he had made man, 
‘might so order his circumstances, that, from these 
circumstances, together with his withholding fur¬ 
ther assistance and Divine influence, his sin would 
infallibly follow, why might not God as well have 
first made man with a fixed prevailing principle 
of sin in his heart ? 

I answer, 1. It was meet, if sin did come into 
existence, and appear in the world, it should arise 
from the imperfection which properly belongs to a 
creature, as such, and should appear so to do, that 
it might appear not to be from God as the efficient 
or fountain. ' But this could not have been, if man 
had been made at first with sin in his heart; nor 
unless the abiding principle and habit of sin were 
first introduced by an evil act of the creature. If 
sin had not arose from the imperfection of the 
creature, it would not have been so visible, that it 
did not arise from God, as the positive cause, and 
real source of it. But it would require room that 
cannot be here allowed, fully to consider all the 
difficulties which have been started concerning the 
first entrance of sin into the world. 

And therefore, 

2. I would observe, that objections against the 
doctrine that has been laid down, in opposition to 
the Arminian notion of liberty, from these diffi¬ 
culties, are altogether impertinent; because no 
additional difficulty is incurred by adhering to a 
scheme in this manner differing from theirs, afod 
none would be removed or avoided by agreeing 
with, and maintaining, theirs. Nothing that the 

/ * 
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Arminians say about the contingence, or self- 
determining power of man’s will, can serve to 
explain, with less difficulty, how the first sinful 
volition of mankind could take place, and man be 
justly charged with the blame of it. To say, the 
will was self-determined, or determined by free 
choice, in that sinful volition ; which is to say, that 
the first sinful volition was determined by a fore¬ 
going sinful volition ; is no solution of the difficulty. 
It is an odd way of solving difficulties, to advance 
greater, in order to it. To say two and two make 
nine; or, that a child begat liis father, solves no 
difficulty: no more does it, to say, the first sinful 
act of choice was before the first sinful act of choice, 
and chose and determined it, and brought it to 
pass. Nor is it any better solution, to say, the first 
sinful volition chose, determined, and produced 
itself; which is to say, it was before it was. Nor 
will it go any further towards helping us over the 
difficulty, to say, the first sinful volition arose 
accidentally, without any cause at all; any more 
than it will solve that difficult question, How the 
world could be made out of nothing ? to say, it 
came into being out of nothing, without any cause ; 
as has been already observed. And if we should 
allow that that could be, that the first evil volition 
should arise by perfect accident, without any cause ; 
it would relieve no difficulty, about God’s laying 
the blame of it to man. For how was man to 
blame for perfect accident, which had no cause, 
and which, therefore, he (to be sure) was not the 
cause of, any more than if it came by some external 
cause ? Such kind of solutions are no better, than 
if some person, going about to solve some of the 
strange mathematical paradoxes about infinitely 
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great and small quantities; as, that some infinitely 
great quantities are infinitely greater than some 
other infinitely great quantities; and also that 
some infinitely small quantities are infinitely less 
than others, which yet are infinitely little; in order 
to a solution, should say, that mankind have been 
under a mistake, in supposing a greater quantity 
to exceed a smaller ; and that a hundred multiplied 
by ten makes but a single unit. 


SECTION XL 

OF A SUPPOSED INCONSISTENCE OF THESE PRINCIPLES 

WITH GOD'S MORAL CHARACTER. 

The things which have been already observed may 
be sufficiVn f tz answer most of the objections, and 
silence the great exclamations of Arminians against 
the Calvinists, from the supposed inconsistence ot 
Calvinistic principles with the moral perfections ot 
God, as exercised in his government of mankind. 
The consistence of such a doctrine of necessity 
as has been maintained, with the fitness and 

reasonableness of God’s commands prom»«.»d 
threatenings, rewards and punishments, das Deen 
particularly considered : the cavils of our oppo¬ 
nents as though our doctrine of necessity made 
God the authorof sin, have been answered; and 

also their objection against these P™ cl P le8 ’ g 
inconsistent with God’s sincerity in his counsels 
invitations, and persuasions, has been al 7 
obviated, in what has been observed respecting toe 
consistence of what Calvinists suppose concermn 
the secret and revealed will of God: by tha 
appears, there is no repugnance in supposing 
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may be the secret will of God, that his ordination 
and permission of events should be such, that it * 
shall be a certain consequence, that a thin" never 
will come to pass; which yet it is man’s duty to 
do, and so God’s perceptive will that he should"do; 
and this is the same thing as to say, God may 
sincerely command and require him to"do it. And 
if he may be sincere in commanding him, he may, 
for the same reason, be sincere in counselling 
inviting, and using persuasions with him to do it! 
Counsels and invitations are manifestations of God’s 
perceptive will, or of what God loves, and what is 
in itself, and as man’s act, agreeable to his heart ; 
and not of his disposing will, and what he chooses 
as a part of his own infinite scheme of things. It 
has been particularly shown, Part III., sectton iv., 
that such a necessity as has been maintained, is 
not inconsistent with the propriety and fitness' of 
Divine commands ; and for the same reason, not 
inconsistent with the sincerity and invitations and 
counsels, in the corollary at the end of that section. 

\ ea, it hath been shown, Part III., section vii., 
corol. 1 , that this objection of Arminians, concern¬ 
ing the sincerity and use of Divine exhortations, 
invitations, and counsels, is demonstrably against 
themselves. ° 

Notwithstanding, I would further observe, that 
the difficulty of reconciling the sincerity of coun¬ 
sels, invitations, and persuasions, with such an 
antecedent known fixedness of all events as has 
been supposed, is not peculiar to this scheme, as 
distinguished from that of the generality of Ar- 
nainians, which acknowledge the absolute fore¬ 
knowledge of God: and therefore it would be 
unreasonably brought as an objection against m 3 - 
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differing from them. The main seeming difficulty 
r in the case is this: that God, in counselling, 
inviting, and pursuading, makes a show of aiming 
at, seeking, and using endeavours for the thing 
exhorted and persuaded to; whereas, it is impossible 
for any intelligent being truly to seek, or use 
endeavours for a thing, which he at the same time 
knows, most perfectly, will not come to pass; 
and that it is absurd to suppose, he makes the 
obtaining of a thing his end, in his calls and 
counsels, which he, at the same time, infallibly 
knows will not be obtained by these means. Now, 
if God knows this, in the utmost certainty and 
perfection, the way by which he comes by this 
knowledge makes no difference. If he knows it is 
by the necessity which he sees in things, or by 
some other means, it alters not the case. But it is 
in effect allowed by Arminians themselves, that 
God’s inviting and pursuading men to do things 
which he, at the same time, certainly knows will 
not be done, is no evidence of insincerity; because 
they allow, that God has a certain foreknowledge 
of all men’s sinful actions and omissions. And as 
this is thus implicitly allowed by most Arminians, so 
all that pretend to own the Scriptures to be the word 
of God, must be constrained to allow it. God 
commanded and counselled Pharaoh to let his 
people go, and used arguments and persuasions 
to induce him to it; he laid before him arguments 
taken from his infinite greatness and almighty 
power (Exod. vii. 16), and forewarned him of the 
fatal consequences of his refusal, from time to 
time (chap. viii. 1, 2, 20, 21; chap. ix. 1-&, 
13—17 ; and x. 3, 6). He commanded Moses, and 
the elders of Israel, to go and beseech Pharaoh to 
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let the people go ; and at the same time told them, 
he knew surely that he would not comply to it. • 
Exod. iii. 18, 19: “And thou shalt come, thou 
and the elders of Israel, unto the king of Egypt, 
and you shall say unto him; The Lord God of 
the Hebrews hath met with us; and now let us 
go, we beseech thee, three days’ journey into the 
wilderness, that we may sacrifice unto to the 
Lord our God.” And, “ I am sure that the kincr 

7 O 

of Egypt will not let you go.” So our blessed 
Saviour, the evening wherein he was betrayed, 
knew that Peter would shamefully deny him before 
the morning; for he declares it to him with 
asseverations, to show the certainty of it; and tells 
the disciples, that all of them should be offended 
because of him that night; Matt. xxvi. 31—35 ; 
John xiii. 38; Luke xxii. 31-34; John xvi. 32. 
And yet it was their duty to avoid these things; 
they were very sinful things, which God had for¬ 
bidden, and which it was their duty to watch and 
pray against; and they were obliged to do so from 
the counsels and persuasions Christ used with them, 
at that very time, so to do; Matt. xxvi. 41: “ Watch 
and pray, that ye enter not into temptation.” So 
that whatever difficulty there can be in this matter, 
it can be no objection against any principles which 
have been maintained in opposition to the principles 
of Arrainians ; nor does it any more concern me to 
remove the difficulty, than it does them, or indeed 
all that call themselves Christians,and acknowledge 
the Divine authority of the Scriptures. Neverthe¬ 
less, this matter may possibly (God allowing) be 
more particularly and largely considered, in some 
future discourse on the doctrine of predestination. 

But I would here observe, that however the 
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defenders of that notion of liberty of will which 
r I have opposed, exclaim against the doctrine of 
Calvinists, as tending to bring men into doubts 
concerning the moral perfections of God; it is 
their scheme, and not the scheme of Calvinists, 
that indeed is justly chargeable with this. For it 
is one of the most fundamental points of their 
scheme of things, that a freedom of will, consist¬ 
ing in self-determination, without all necessity, 
is essential to moral agency. This is the same 
thing as to say, that such a determination of the 
will, without all necessity, must be in all intelligent 
beings, in those things wherein they are mo'i'al 
agents , or in their moral acts: and from this it 
will follow, that God’s will is not necessarily 
determined, in anything he does, as a moral 
agent, or in any of his acts that are of a moral 
nature: so that in all things, wherein he acts 
holily, justly y and truly, he does not act necessarily ; 
or his will, is not necessarily determined to act 
holily and justly; because, if it were necessarily 
determined he would not be a moral agent in thus 
acting ; his will would be attended with necessity, 
which, they say, is inconsistent with moi'al agency: 
“He can act no otherwise; he is at no liberty in 
the affair; he is determined by unavoidable, in¬ 
vincible necessity: therefore such agency is no 
moral agency; yea, no agency at all, properly 
speaking: a necessary agent is no agent: he 
being passive, and subject to necessity, what he 
does is no act of his, but an effect of a necessity, 
prior to any act of his.” This is agreeable to their 
manner of arguing. Now then, what is become 
of all our proof of the moral perfections of God P 
How can we prove that God certainly will, in any 
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one instance, do that which is just and holy, seeing* 
his will is determined in the matter by no ne- * 
cessity P AVe have no other way of proving* that 
anything certainly will be, but only by the ne- 

we can see no 

necessity, but that the thing may be, or may not 
be, there we are unavoidably left at a loss. * We 
have no other way properly and truly to demon¬ 
strate the moral perfections of God/ but the wav 
that Mr. Chubb proves them, in pp. 252, 261, 262 
263 of his Tracts, viz., that God must necessarily 
perfectly know what is the most worthy and 
valuable in itself, which, in the nature of thino- s 
is best and fittest to be done. And as this is most 
eligible in itself, he, being omniscient, must see it 
to be so; and being both omniscient and self- 
sufficient, cannot have any temptation to reject it • 
and so must necessarily will that which is best.’ 
And thus by this necessity of the determination of 
God s will to what is good and best, we demon¬ 
strably establish God s moral character. 

Corol. From things which have been observed, 
it appears, that most of the arguments from 
Scripture, which Arminians make use of to sup- 

e, are no other than beqging the. 
question. For in these their arguments, they 
determine in the first place, that without such a 
freedom of will as they hold, men cannot be proper 
moral agents, nor the subjects of command coun¬ 
sel, persuasion, invitation, promises, threatening 
expostulations, rewards, and punishments- and 
that without such freedom, it is to no purpose for 
njen to take any care, or use any diligence, endea¬ 
vours, or means, in order to their avoiding sin 
or becoming holy, escaping punishment, or ob- 
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taming happiness: and having supposed these 
r things, which are grand things in question in the 
debate, then they heap up Scriptures, containing 
commands, counsels, calls, warnings, persuasions, 
expostulations, promises, and threatenings (as, 
doubtless, they may find enough such ; the Bible 
is confessedly full of them, from the beginning to 
the end) ; and then they glory, how full the 
Scripture is on their side, how many more texts 
there are that evidently favour their scheme, than 
such as seem to favour the contrary. But let them 
first make manifest the things in question, which 
they suppose and take for granted, and show them 
to be consistent with themselves, and produce clear 
evidence of their truth; and they have gained 
their point, as all will confess, without bringing 
one Scripture. For none denies, that there are 
commands, counsels, promises, threatenings, &c., 
in the Bible. But unless they do these things, 
their multiplying such texts of Scripture is insig¬ 
nificant and vain. 

It may further be observed, that such Scriptures 
as they bring are really against them, and not for 
them. As it has been demonstrated, that it is 
their scheme, and not ours, that is inconsistent 
with the use of motives and persuasives, or any 
moral means whatsoever, to induce men to the 
practice of virtue, or abstaining from wickedness. 
their principles, and not ours, are repugnant to 
moral agency, and inconsistent with moral govern¬ 
ment, with law or precept, with the nature ot 
virtue or vice, reward or punishment, and with 
everything whatsoever of a moral nature, either 
on the part of the moral governor, or in the state, 
actions, or conduct of the subject. 
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SECTION XII. 

OF A SUPPOSED TENDENCY OF THESE PRINCIPLES TO 

ATHEISM AND LICENTIOUSNESS. 

If any object against what has been maintained, 
that it tends to atheism; I know not on what 
grounds such an objection can be raised, unless it 
be, that some atheists have held a doctrine of neces¬ 
sity, which they suppose to be like this. But if it 
be so, I am persuaded the Arminians would not 
look upon it just, that their notion of freedom and 
contingence should be charged with a tendency to 
all the errors that ever any embraced who have 
held such opinions. The Stoic philosophers, whom 
the Calvinists are charged with agreeing with, 
were no atheists, but the greatest theists, and 
nearest akin to Christians in their opinions con¬ 
cerning the unity and the perfections of the God¬ 
head, of all the heathen philosophers. And 
Epicurus, that chief father of atheism, maintained 
no such doctrine of necessity, but was the greatest 
maintainer of contingence. 

The doctrine of necessity, which supposes a 
necessary connection of all events, on some ante¬ 
cedent ground and reason of their existence, is the 
only medium we have to prove the being of God. 
And the contrary doctrine of contingence, even as 
maintained by Arminians (which certainly implies 
or infers that events may come into existence, or 
begin to be, without dependence on anything fore¬ 
going, as their cause, ground, or reason), takes 
if way all proof of the being of God; which proof 
is summarily expressed by the apostle in Bom. i. 
20. And this is a tendency to atheism with a 
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witness. So that, indeed it is the doctrine of 
r Arrainians, and not of the Calvinists, that is justly 
charged with a tendency to atheism; it being built 
on a foundation that is the utter subversion of 
every demonstrative argument for the proof of a 
deity; as has been shown, Part II., sect. iii. 

And whereas it has often been said, that the 
Calvinistic doctrine of necessity saps the founda¬ 
tions of all religion and virtue, and tends to the 
greatest licentiousness of practice; this objection 
is built on the pretence, that our doctrine renders 
vain all means and endeavours in order to be vir¬ 
tuous and religious. Which pretence has been 
already particularly considered in the fifth section 
of this Part; where it has been demonstrated, that 
this doctrine has no such tendency: but that such 
a tendency is truly to be charged on the contrary 
doctrine; inasmuch as the notion of contingence, 
which their doctrine implies, in its certain conse¬ 
quences, overthrows all connection, in every degree, 
between endeavour and event, means and end. 

And besides, if many other things, which have 
been observed to belong to the Arminian doctrine, 
or to be plain consequences of it, be considered, 
there will appear just reason to suppose that it is 
that which must rather tend to licentiousness. Their 
doctrine excuses all evil inclinations, which men 
find to be natural; because in such inclinations they 
are not self-determined, as such inclinations are not 
owing to any choice or determination of their own 
wills:—which leads men wholly to justify them¬ 
selves in all their wicked actions, so far as natural 
inclination has had a hand in determining their 
wills to the commission of them. Yea, these 
notions, which suppose moral necessity and inability 
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to be inconsistent with blame or moral obligation, 
will directly lead men to justify the vilest acts and 
practices, from the strength of their wicked inclina¬ 
tions of all sorts ; strong inclinations inducing a 
moral necessity ; yea, to excuse every degree of 
evil inclination, so far as this has evidently pre¬ 
vailed, and been the thing which has determined 
their wills : because, so far as antecedent inclination 
determined the will, so far the will was without 
liberty of indifference and self-determination. 
Which, at last, will come to this, that men will 
justify themselves in all the wickedness they 
commit. It has been observed already, that this 
scheme of things does exceedingly diminish the 
guilt of sin, and the difference between the greatest 
and smallest offences; * and if it be pursued in its 
real consequences, it leaves room for no such thino* 
as either virtue or vice, blame or praise, in the 
world.f And then, again, how naturally does this 
notion of the sovereign self-determining power of 
the will, in all things, virtuous or vicious, and 
whatsoever deserves either reward or punishment, 
tend to encourage men to put off the work of religion 
and virtue, and turning from sin to God; it being 
that which they have a sovereign power to deter¬ 
mine themselves to, just when they please ; or if 
not, they are wholly excusable in going on in sin, 
because of their inability to do any other. 

If it should be said, that the tendency of this 
doctrine of necessity to licentiousness appears by 
the improvement many at this day actually make of 
it, to justify themselves in their dissolute courses ; I 

• Part 111., sect. vi. 

f Part HI., sect iii., corol. 1, after the first head. sect. vi. and 
vii.; Part IV., sect i. 
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will not deny that some men do unreasonably abuse 
' this doctrine, as they do many other things which 
are true and excellent in their own nature : but I 
deny that this proves the doctrine itself has any 
tendency to licentiousness. I think, the tendency 
of doctrines, by what now appears in the world, 
and in our nation in particular, may much more 
justly be argued from the general effect which has 
been seen to attend the prevailing of the principles 
of Arminians, and the contrary principles ; as both 
have had their turn of general prevalence in our 
nation. If it be indeed, as is pretended, that Cal- 
vinistic doctrines undermine the very foundation 
of all religion and morality, and enervate and dis¬ 
annul all rational motives to holy and virtuous 
practice ; and that the contrary doctrines give the 
inducements to virtue and goodness their proper 
force, and exhibit religion in a rational light, 
tending to recommend it to the reason of mankind, 
and enforce it in a manner that is agreeable to 
their natural notions of things : I say if it be thus, 
it is remarkable that virtue and religious practice 
should prevail most, when the former doctrines so 
inconsistent with it, prevailed almost universally : 
and that ever since the latter doctrines, so heppdy 
agreeing with it, and of so proper and excellent a 
tendency to promote it, have been gradually pre- 
vailing, vice, profaneness, luxury, and wickedness 
of all sorts, and contempt of all religion, and ot 
every kind of seriousness and strictness of conversa¬ 
tion, should proportionably prevail; and that these 
things should thus accompany one another, and rise 
and prevail one with another, now for a whole age? 
together. It is remarkable, that this happy remedy 
(discovered by the free inquiries, and superior 
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sense and wisdom of this age) against the pernicious 
effects of Calvinism, so inconsistent with religion, * 
and tending so much to banish all virtue from the 
earth, should, on so long a trial, be attended with 
no good effect; but that the consequence should 
be the reverse of amendment; that in proportion 
as the remedy takes place, and is thoroughly 
applied, so the disease should prevail; and°the 
very same dismal effect takes place, to the highest 
degree, which Calvinistic doctrines are supposed to 
have so great a tendency to ; even the banishing 
of religion and virtue, and the prevailing of un¬ 
bounded licentiousness of manners. If these thin gs 
are truly so, they are very remarkable, and matter 
of very curious speculation. 


SECTION XIII. 

CONCERNING THAT OBJECTION AGAINST THE REASONING 
BY WHICH THE CALVINISTIC DOCTRINE IS SUPPORTED, 
THAT IT IS METAPHYSICAL AND ABSTRUSE. 

It has often been objected against the defenders 
of Calvinistic principles, that in their reasonings 
they, run into nice scholastic distinctions, and 
abstruse metaphysical subtilties, and set these in 
opposition to common sense. And it is possible, 
that, after the former manner, it may be alleged 
against the reasoning by which I have endea¬ 
voured to confute the Arminian scheme of liberty 
and moral agency, that it is very abstracted and 
metaphysical. Concerning this, I would observe 
the following things: 

I. If that be made an objection against the 
foregoing reasoning, that it is metaphysical , 
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or may properly be reduced to the science of 
metaphysics , it is a very impertinent objection; 
whether it be so or no, is not worthy of any 
dispute or controversy. If the reasoning be good, 
it is as frivolous to inquire what science it is pro¬ 
perly reduced to, as what language it is delivered 
in: and for a man to go about to confute the 
arguments of his opponent, by telling him his 
arguments are metaphysical , would be as weak as 
to tell him, his arguments could not be substantial, 
because they were written in French or Latin. 
The question is not, whether what is said be 
metaphysics, physics, logic, or mathematics, Latin, 
French, English, or Mohawk ? But, whether the 
reasoning be good, and the arguments truly con¬ 
clusive ? The foregoing arguments are no more 
metaphysical, than those which we use against 
the papists, to disprove their doctrine of transub- 
stantiation ; alleging, it is inconsistent with the 
notion of corporeal identity, that it should be in 
ten thousand places at the same time, It is by 
metaphysical arguments only we are able to prove, 
that the rational soul is not corporeal; that lead 
or sand cannot think; that thoughts are not 
square or round, or do not weigh a pound. The 
arguments by which we prove the being of God, 
if handled closely and distinctly, so as to show 
their clear and demonstrative evidence, must be 
metaphysically treated. It is by metaphysics 
only, that we can demonstrate that God is not 
limited to a place, or is not mutable; that he is 
not ignorant or forgetful: that it is impossible for 
him to lie, or be unjust; and that there is one # 
God only, and not hundreds or thousands. And, 
indeed, we have no strict demonstration of any- 
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thing, excepting mathematical truths, but bv 
metaphysics. We can have no proof, that is pro¬ 
perly demonstrative, of any one proposition, 
relating to the being and nature of God, his 
creation of the world, the dependence of all things 
on him, the nature of bodies or spirits, the nature 
of our own souls, or any of the great truths of 
morality and natural religion, but what is meta¬ 
physical. I am willing my arguments should be 
brought to the test of the strictest and justest 
reason, and that a clear, distinct, and determinate 
meaning of the terms I use, should be insisted on: 
but let not the whole be rejected, as if all were 
confuted, by fixing on it the epithet metaphysical. 

II. If the reasoning which has been made use 
of, be in some sense metaphysical, it will not 
follow, that therefore it must needs be abstruse, 
unintelligible, and akin to the jargon of the 
schools. I humbly conceive, the foregoin°* rea¬ 
soning, at least to those things which are most 
material belonging to it, depends on no abstruse 
definitions or distinctions, or terms without a 
meaning, or of very ambiguous and undetermined 
signification, or any points of such abstraction 
and subtilty, as tends to involve the attentive 
understanding in clouds and darkness. There is 
no high degree of refinement and abstruse specu¬ 
lation, in determining that a thing is not before 
it is, and so cannot be the cause of itself; or that 
the first act of free choice has not another act of 
free choice going before that, to excite or direct 
it; or in determining, that no choice is made, 
\$hile the mind remains in a state of absolute 
indifference; that preference and equilibrium never 
co-exist; and that therefore no choice is made in 
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a state of liberty consisting in indifference : and 
that so far as the will is determined by motives, 
exhibited and operating previous to the act of 
the will, so far it is not determined by the act 
of the will itself; that nothing can begin to be, 
which before was not, without a cause, or some 
antecedent ground or reason, why it then begins 
to be ; that effects depend on their causes, and 
are connected with them ; that virtue is not 
the "worse, nor sin the better, for the strength 
of inclination with which it is practiced, and 
the difficulty which thence arises of doing other¬ 
wise ; that when it is already infallibly known 
that the thing will be, it is not a thing con¬ 
tingent whether it will ever be or no ; or that 
it can be truly said, notwithstanding, that it is 
not necessary it should be, but it either may be, 
or may not be. And the like might be observed 
of many other things w'hicli belong to the fore¬ 
going reasoning. 

If any shall still stand to it, that the foregoing 
reasoning is nothing but metaphysical sophistry; 
and that it must be so, that the seeming force of 
the arguments all depends on some fallacy and 
wile that is hid in the obscurity which always 
attends a great degree of metaphysical abstraction 
and refinement; and shall be read}' to say, “ Here 
is indeed something that tends to confound the 
mind, but not to satisfy it: for who can ever be 
truly satisfied in it, that men are fitly blamed or 
commended, punished or rewarded, for those voli¬ 
tions whioh are not from themselves, and of whose 
existence they are not the causes. Men may re¬ 
fine as much as they please, and advance their 
abstract notions, and make out a thousand seem- 
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ing contradictions, to puzzle our understandings; 
yet there can be no satisfaction in such doctrine 
as this': the natural sense of the mind of man will 
always resist it.” * I humbly conceive that such 

* A certain noted author of the present age says, the arguments 
for necessity are nothing but quibbling, or logomahy , using word < 
without a meaning, or begging the, question. I do not know what kind 
of necessity any authors lie may have reference to are advocates for, 
or whether they have managed their arguments well or ilk As to 
the arguments 1 have made use of, if they are quibbles. they may be 
shown so: such knots are capable of being untied, and the trick and 
cheat may be detected and plainly laid open. If this be fairly done, 
with respect to the grounds and reasons I have relied upon, 1 shall 
have just occasion, for the future, to be silent, if not to be ashamed 
of my argumentations. 1 am willing my proofs should be thoroughly 
examined; and if there be nothing but begging the ones'ion, or mere 
logomachy, or dispute of words, let it be made manifest, and shown 
how tlie seeming strength of the argument depends on my usiru/ 
words without a meaning, or arises from the ambiguity of terms, or 
my making use of words in an indeterminate and unsteady manner; 
and that the weight of my reasons rests mainly on such a founda¬ 
tion : and then l shall either be ready to retract what I have urged, 
and thank the man that has done the kind part, or shall be justly 
exposed for my obstinacy. 

The same author is abundant in appealing, in this affair, from 
what he culls logomachy and sophistry to experience. A person can 
experience only what passes in his own mind. But yet, as we may’ 
well suppose that all men have the same human faculties, so a man 
may well argue from his own experience to that of others, in things 
that show the nature of those faculties, and the ipanner of their 
operation. But then one has as good right to allege his experience 
as another. As to my own experience, 1 find that in innumerable 
things I can do as I will; that the motions of my body, in many 
respects, instantaneously follow the nets of my will concerning 
those motions; and that my will has some command of my 
thoughts; and that the acts of my will are my own, i.e., that they 
are acts of my will, the volitions of my own mind; or, in other 
words, that what I will, I will. Which I presume is the sum of 
what others experience in this affair. But as to finding by expe¬ 
rience that my will is originally determined by itself; or that, my 
will first choosing what volition there shall be, the chosen volition 
accordingly follows, and that this is the first rise of the determina¬ 
tion of my will in any affair, or that any volition rises in my mind 
contingently; I declare I know nothing in myself by’ experience of 
this nature; and nothing that over I experienced carries the least 
appearance or shadow of any such tiling, or gives me any more 
reason to suppose or suspect any such thing, than to suppose that 
my volitions existed twenty years before they existed. It is true, 
1 find myself possessed of my volitions before I can see the effectual 
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an objector, if he has capacity, and humility, 
and calmness of spirit, sufficient impartially and 
thoroughly to examine himself, will find that he 
knows not really what he would be at; and, in¬ 
deed, his difficulty is nothing but a mere preju¬ 
dice, from an inadvertent customary use of words, 
in a meaning that is not clearly understood, nor 
carefully reflected upon. Let the objector reflect 
again, if he has candour and patience enough, and 
does not scorn to be at the trouble of close atten¬ 
tion in the affair. He would have a man’s volition 
be from himself Let it be from himself, most 
primarily and originally of any way conceivable; 
that is, from his own choice: how will that help 
the matter, as to his being justly blamed or 
praised, unless that choice itself be blame or 
praiseworthy ? And how is the choice itself (an 
ill choice, for instance) blameworthy, according to 
these principles, unless that be from himself too, 
in the same manner; that is, from his own choice ? 
But the original and first-determining choice in 
the affair is not from his choice: his choice is not 
the cause of it. And if it be from himself some 
other way, and not from his choice, surely that 
will not help the matter. If it be not from him¬ 
self of choice, then it is not from himself volun¬ 
tarily ; and if so, he is surely no more to blame, 
than if it were not from himself at all. It is a 
vanity to pretend it is a sufficient answer to this 

power of any cause to produce them (for the power and efficacy of 
the cause is not seen but by the effect); and this, for aught I know, 
may make some imagine that volition has no cause, or that it pro¬ 
duces itself. But I have no more reason from hence to determine 
any such tiling, than I have to determine that I gave myself my 
own being, or that I came into being accidentally without a cause, 
because I first found myself possessed of being, before I had know¬ 
ledge of a cause of my being. 
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to say, that it is nothing but metaphysical refine¬ 
ment and subtilty, and so attended with obscurity 
and uncertainty. 

If it be the natural sense of our minds, that 
what is blameworthy in a man must be from him¬ 
self, then it doubtless is also, that it must be from 
something bud in himself, a bud choice, or bud 
disposition. But then our natural sense is, that 
this bad choice or disposition is evil in itself, and 
the man blameworthy for it, on its oxen account, 
without taking into our notion of its blameworthi¬ 
ness another bad choice, or disposition going before 
this, from whence this arises: for that is & ridicu¬ 
lous absurdity, running us into an immediate con¬ 
tradiction, which our natural sense of blameworthi¬ 
ness has nothing to do with, and never comes into 
the mind, nor is supposed in the judgment we 
naturally make of the affair. As was demon- 

1 *1 O * 1 • • sense does not place the 

moral evil of volitions and dispositions in the 

cause^ of them, but the nature of them; An evil 

things being from a man, or from somethin- 

antecedent in him, is not essential to the original 

notion we have of blameworthiness: but it is its 

; as appears by this, 
timt if a thing be from us, and not from our 
choice, it has not the nature of blameworthiness 
or ill-desert, according to our natural sense 
When a thing is from a man, in that sense, that 
it is from his will or choice, he is to blame for it 
because his will is in it : so far as the will is in 
t’ blame is m and no further. Neither do wo 
go any further in cur notion of blame, to inquire 
whether the bad will be from a bad will: there is 
no consideration of the original of that bad will • 
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because, according to our natural apprehension, 
blame originally consists in it. Therefore a thing’s 
being from a man is a secondary consideration in 
the notion of blame or ill-desert. Because those 
things, in our external actions, are most properly 
said to be from us, which are from our choice; and 
no other external actions, but those that are from 
us in this sense, have the nature of blame; and 
they, indeed, not so properly because they are 
from us, as because we are in them , i.e., our wills 
are in them ; not so much because they are from 
some property of ours, as because they are our 
properties. 

However, all these external actions being truly 
from us, as their cause; and we being so used, in 
ordinary speech, and in the common affairs of life, 
to speak of men’s actions and conduct that we see, 
and that affect human society, as deserving ill or 
well, as worthy of blame or praise; hence it is 
come to pass, that philosophers have incautiously 
taken all their measures of good and evil, praise 
and blame, from the dictates of common sense, 
about these overt acts of men; to the running of 
everything into the most lamentable and dreadful 
confusion. And therefore I observe : 

III. It is so far from being true (whatever may 
be pretended) that the proof of the doctrine which 
has been maintained depends on certain abstruse, 
unintelligible, metaphysical"terms and notions, and 
that the Arminian scheme, without needing such 
clouds and darkness for its defence, is supported 
by the plain dictates of common sense, that the 
very reverse is most certainly true, and that to a 
great degree. It is fact that they, and not we, 
have confounded things with metaphysical, unin- 
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telligible notions and phrases, and have drawn 
them from the light of plain truth into the gross • 
darkness of abstruse metaphysical propositions, 
and words without a meaning. Their pretended 
demonstrations depend very much on such unin¬ 
telligible metaphysical phrases, as self-determination 
and sovereignty of the icill; and the metaphysical 
sense they put on such terms as necessity, contin¬ 
gency, action, agency, &c., quite diverse from their 
meaning as used in common speech ; and which, as 
they use them, are without any consistent meaning, 
or any manner of distinct consistent ideas; as far 
from it as an} r of the abstruse terms and perplexed 
phrases of the peripatetic philosophers, or the 
most unintelligible jargon of the schools, or the 
cant of the wildest fanatics. Yea, we may be bold 
to say, these metaphysical terms, on which they 
build so much, are what they use without knowing 
what they mean themselves; they are pure meta¬ 
physical sounds, without any ideas whatsoever in 
their minds to answer th$m ; inasmuch as it has 
been demonstrated, that there cannot be any notion 
in the mind consistent with these expressions, as 
they pretend to explain them, because their expla¬ 
nations destroy themselves. No such notions as 
imply self-contradiction and self-abolition, and this 
a great many ways, can subsist in the mind; as 
there can be no idea of a whole which is less than 
any of its parts, or of solid extension without 
dimensions, or of an effect which is before its 
cause. Arminians improve these terms as terms 
of art, and in their metaphysical meaning, to ad¬ 
vance and establish those things which are contrary 
to common sense, in a high degree. Thus, instead 
of the plain, vulgar notion of liberty, which all 
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mankind, in every part of the face of the earth, 
- and in all ages, have, consisting in opportunity to 
do as one pleases, they have introduced a new, 
strange liberty, consisting in indifference, contin- 
gence, and self-determination, by which they in¬ 
volve themselves and others in great obscurity 
and manifold gross inconsistence. So, instead of 
placing virtue and vice, as common sense places 
them very much, in fixed bias and inclination, and 
greater virtue and vice in stronger and more estab¬ 
lished inclination; these, through their refinings 
and abstruse notions, suppose a liberty consisting 
in indifference, to be essential to all virtue and 
vice. So they have reasoned themselves, not by 
metaphysical distinctions, but metaphysical con¬ 
fusion, into many principles about moral agency, 
blame, praise, reward, and punishment, which are, 
as has been shown, exceeding contrary to the com¬ 
mon sense of mankind; and perhaps to their own 
sense, which governs them in common life. 


CONCLUSION. 
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Whether the things which have been alleged are 
liable to any tolerable answer in the ways of calm, 
intelligible, and strict reasoning, I must leave 
others to judge; but I am sensible they are liable 
to one sort of answer. It is not unlikely, that 
some, who value themselves on the supposed 
rational and generous principles of the modern 
fashionable divinity, will have their indignation 
and disdain raised at the sight of this discourse, 
and on perceiving what things are pretended to be 
proved in it. And if they think it worthy of being 
read, or of so much notice as to say much about it, 
they may probably renew the usual exclamations, 
with additional vehemence and contempt,^ about 
the fate of the heathen , Hobbes's necessity , and mak¬ 
ing men mere machines; accumulating the terrible 
epithets of fatal , unfrustrable , inevitable , irresistible , 
&c., and, it may be, with the addition of horrid 
and blasphemous ; and perhaps much skill may be 
used to set forth things, which have been said, in 
colours which shall be shocking to the imagina¬ 
tions, and moving to the passions of those who 
have either too little capacity, or too much confi¬ 
dence of the opinions they have imbibed, and con¬ 
tempt of the contrar}', to try the matter by an}' 
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serious and circumspect examination.* Or, diffi¬ 
culties may be started and insisted on, which do 
not belong to the controversy; because let them 
be more or less real, and hard to be resolved, they 
are not what are owing to anything distinguishing 
of this scheme from that of the Arminians, and 
would not be removed nor diminished by renounc¬ 
ing the former, and adhering to the latter. Or, 
some particular things may be picked out, which 
they may think will sound harshest in the ears of 
the generality; and these may be glossed and 
descanted on, with tart and contemptuous words; 
and from thence, the whole treated with triumph 
and insult. 

It is easy to see how the decision of most of the 
points in controversy between Calvinists and 
Arminians depends on the determination of this 
grand article concerning the freedom of the will 
requisite to moral agency; and that by clearing 
and establishing the Calvinistic doctrine in this 
point, the chief arguments are obviated by which 
Arminian doctrines in general are supported, and 
the contrary doctrines demonstratively confirmed. 

* A writer of the present age, whom I have several times had 
occasion to mention, speaks once and again of those who hold ® 
doctrine of necessity, as scarcely worthy of the name of philosophers. 

I do not know whether he has respect to any particular notion or 
necessity, that some may have maintained; and, if so, what doctiino 
of necessity it is that ho means. '"Whether I am worthy of tn 
name of a philosopher, or not, would be a question little to the 
present purpose. If any, and ever so many, should deny it, I shou 
not think it worth the while to enter into a dispute on that question, 
though, at the same time, I might expect some better answer should 
be given to the arguments brought for the truth of the doctrine 1 
maintain; and I might further reasonably desire, that it might 00 
considered, whether it does not become those who are truly worthy 
of the name of philosophers, to be sensible that there is a difference) 
between argument and contempt; yea, and a difference between the 
contemptibieness of the person that argues, and the incouclusiveness 
of the arguments he offers. 
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Hereby it becomes manifest, that God's moral 
government over mankind, his treating them as 
moral agents, making them the objects of his com¬ 
mands, counsels, calls, warnings, expostulations, 
promises, threatenings, rewards, and punishments, 
is not inconsistent with a determining disposal of 
all events, of every kind, throughout the universe, 
in his providence; either by positive efficiency 
or permission. Indeed, such a universal deter¬ 
mining providence infers some kind of necessity 
of all events, such a necessity as implies an in¬ 
fallible previous fixedness of the futurity of the 
event : but no other necessity of moral events, or 
volitions of intelligent agents, is needful in order 
to this, than moral necessity ; which does as much 
ascertain the futurity of the event as any other 
necessity. But as has been demonstrated, such a 
necessity is not at all repugnant to moral agency, 
and a reasonable use of commands, calls, rewards, 
punishments, &c. Yea, not only are objections 
of this kind against the doctrine of a universal 
determining Providence , removed by what has 
been said; but the truth of such a doctrine is 
demonstrated. As it has been demonstrated, 
that the futurity of all future events is estab¬ 
lished by previous necessity, either natural 
or moral; so it is manifest, that the sovereign 
Creator and Disposer of the world has ordered this 
necessity, by ordering his own conduct, either in 
designedly acting, or forbearing to act. For, as 
the being of the world is from God, so the cir¬ 
cumstances in which it had its being at first, both 
negative and positive, must be ordered by him, in 
one of these ways ; and all the necessary conse¬ 
quences of these circumstances must be ordered by 


406 


CON CL US ION. 


him. And God’s active and positive interpositions, 
after the world was created, and the consequences 
of these interpositions; also every instance of his 
forbearing to interpose, and the sure consequences 
of his forebearance , must all be determined 
according to his pleasure. And therefore every 
event, which is the consequence of anything what¬ 
soever, or that is connected with any foregoing 
thing or circumstance, either positive or nega¬ 
tive, as the ground or reason of its existence, 
must be ordered of God ; either by a designing 
efficiency and interposition, or a designing fore¬ 
bearing to operate or interpose. But, as has been 
proved, all events whatsoever are necessarily con¬ 
nected with something foregoing, either positive 
or negative, which is the ground of its existence. 
It follows, therefore, that the whole series of events 
is thus connected with something in the state of 
things, either positive or negative, which is original 
in the series; i.e ., something which is connected 
with nothing preceding that, but God’s own im¬ 
mediate conduct, either his acting or forebearing 
to act. From whence it follows, that as God 
designedly orders his own conduct, and its con¬ 
nected consequences, it must necessarily be, that 
he designedly orders all things. 

The things which have been said obviate some 
of the chief objections of Arminians against the 
Calvinistic doctrine of the total depravity and 
corruption of man's nature , whereby his heart 
is wholly under the power of sin, and he is utterly 
unable, without the interposition of sovereign grace, 
savingly to love God, believe in Christ, or do anv 
thing that is truly good and acceptable in God’s 
sight. For the main objection against this doc- 
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trine is, that it is inconsistent with the freedom of ^ 
man’s will, consisting in indifference and sell-deter¬ 
mining power; because it supposes man to be 
under a necessity of sinning, and that God requires 
things of him, in order to his avoiding eternal 
damnation, which he is unable to do; and that this 
doctrine is wholly inconsistent with the sincerity 
of counsels, invitations, &c. Now, this doctrine 
supposes no otlicr necessity of sinning, than a 
moral necessity; which, as lias been shown, does not. 
at all excuse sin ; and supposes no other inability 
to obey any command, or perform any duty, even 
the most spiritual and exalted, but a moral in¬ 
ability, which, as has been proved, does not excuse 
persons in the non-performance of any good thing, 
or make them not to be the proper objects of 
commands, counsels, and invitations. And, more¬ 
over, it has been shown, that there is not, and 
never can be, either in existence, or so much as in 
idea, any such freedom of will consisting in in¬ 
difference and self-determination, for the sake of 
which, this doctrine of original sin is cast out; 
and that no such freedom is necessary, in order to 
the nature of sin, and a just desert of punishment. 

The things which have been observed do also 
take off the main objections of Arminians against 
the doctrine of efficacious grace; and, at the 
same time, prove the grace of God in a sinner’s 
conversion (if there be any grace or Divine 
influence in the affair) to be efficacious , yea, and 
in'esistible too ; if by irresistible is meant, that 
which is attended with a moral necessity, which 
it is impossible should ever be violated by any 
resistance. The main objection of Arminians 
against this doctrine is, that it is inconsistent 
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with their self-determining freedom of will: and 
' that it is repugnant to the nature of virtue, that 
it should be wrought in the heart by the deter¬ 
mining efficacy and power of another, instead of 
its being owing to a self-moving power; that, in 
that case, the good which is wrought, would not 
be out virtue, but rather GocVs virtue; because 
it is not the person in whom it is wrought, that is 
the determining author of it, but God that 
wrought it in him. But the things which are 
the foundation of these objections have been con¬ 
sidered ; and it has been demonstrated, that the 
liberty of moral agents does not consist in sel - 
determining power ; 'and that there is no need ot 
any such liberty, in order to the nature of virtue; 
nor does it at all hinder, but that the state or act 
of the will may be the virtue of the subject, 
though it be not from self-determination, but the 
determination of an intrinsic cause; even so as to 
cause the event to be morally necessary to the 
subject of it. And as it has been proved, that 
nothing in the state or acts of the will of man is 
contingent; but that, on the contrary, every event 
of this kind is necessary by a moral necessity; 
and has also been now demonstrated, that the 
doctrine of a universal determining Providence 
follows from that doctrine of necessity which was 
proved before ; and so, that God does decisive } > 
in his providence, order all the volitions of mora 
agents, either by positive influence or permission ; 
and it being allowed, on all hands, that what God 
does in the aflair of man’s virtuous volitions, 
whether it be more or less, is by some positive 
influence, and not by mere permission, as m the 
aflair of a sinful volition: if we put these things. 
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together, it will follow, that God’s assistance or 
influence must be determining and decisive, or 
must he attended with a moral necessity of the 
event; and so that God gives virtue, holiness, and 
conversion to sinners, by an influence which de¬ 
termines the effect, in such a manner, that the 
effect will infallibly follow by a moral necessity, 
which is what Calvinists mean by efficacious and 
irresistible grace. 

The things which have been said do likewise 
answer the chief objections against the doctrine 
of God’s universal and absolute decree , and afford 
infallible proof of this doctrine ; and of the 
doctrine of absolute , eternal , 'personal election 
in particular. The main objections against these 
doctrines are, that they infer a necessity of the 
volitions of moral agents, and of the future moral 
state and acts of men 9 and so are not consistent 
with those eternal rewards and punishments, 
which are connected with conversion and im¬ 
penitence ; nor can be made to agree with the 
reasonableness and sincerity of the precepts, calls, 
counsels, warnings, and expostulations of the word 
of God ; or with the various methods and means 
of grace which God uses with sinners to bring 
them to repentance; and the whole of that moral 
government which God exercises towards man¬ 
kind: and that they infer an inconsistence between 
the seci'et and revealed will of God t and make 
God the author of sin. But all these things have 
been obviated in the preceding discourse. And 
the certain truth of these doctrines concerning 
'God’s eternal purposes, will follow from what was 
just now observed concerning God’s universal pro¬ 
vidence ; how it infallibly follows from what has 
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been proved, that God orders all events, and the 
volitions of moral agents amongst others, by 
such a decisive disposal, that the events are in¬ 
fallibly connected with his disposal. For if God 
disposes all events, so that the infallible existence 
of the events is decided b} 7- his providence, then 
he, doubtless, thus orders and decides things 
knowingly , and on design . God does not do what 
he does, nor order what he orders, accidently and 
unawares; either without or beside his intention. 
And if there be a foregoing design of doing and 
ordering as he does, this is the same with a 
purpose or decree. And as it has been shown 
that nothing is new to God, in any respect, but 
all things are perfectly and equally in his view 
from eternity ; hence it will follow, that his 
designs or purposes are not things formed anew, 
founded on any new views or appearances, but are 
all eternal purposes. And as it has been now 
shown how the doctrine of determining efficacious 
grace certainly follows from things proved m 
the foregoing discourse; hence will necessarily 
follow the doctrine of particular, eternal , absolute 
election. For if men are made true saints no 
otherwise than as God makes them so, and dis¬ 
tinguishes them from others, by an efficacious 
power and influence of his, that decides and fixes 
the event; and God thus makes some saints, and 
not others, on design or purpose, and (as has been 
now observed) no designs of God are new ; it 
follows, that God thus distinguished from others, 
all that ever become true saints, by his eternal 
design or decree. I might also show how God's' 
certain foreknowledge must suppose an absolute 
decree, and how such a decree can be proved to a 
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demonstration from it: but that this discourse, 
may not be lengthened out too much, that must* 
be omitted for the present. 

From these things it will inevitably follow, that 
however Christ in some sense may be said to die 
/or all , and to redeem all visible Christians, yea 
the whole world, by his death ; yet there must be 
something particular in the design of his death, 
with respect to such as he intended should actually 
be saved thereby. As appears by what has been 
now shown, Cod has the actual salvation or 
redemption of a certain number in his proper 
absolute design, and of a certain number only ; 
and therefore such a design only can be prosecuted 
in anything God does, in order to the salvation of 
men. God pursues a proper design of the salvation 
of the elect in giving Christ to die, and prosecutes 
such a design with respect to no other, most 
strictly speaking; for it is impossible that God 
should prosecute any other design than only such 
as he has; he certainly does not, in the highest 
propriety and strictness of speech, pursue a design 
that lie lias not. And, indeed, such a particularity 
and limitation of redemption will as infallibly 
follow, from the doctrine of God's foreknowledge, 
as from that of the decree. For it is as impossible,' 
in strictness of speech, that God should prosecute 
a design, or aim at a thing, which he at the same 
time most perfectly knows will not be accom¬ 
plished, as that he should use endeavours for that 
which is beside his decree. 

By the things which have been proved are 
obviated some of the main objections against the 
doctrine of the infallible and necessary perseverance 
of saints, and some of the main foundations of this 
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doctrine are established. The main prejudices of 
Arminians against this doctrine seem to be these : 
they suppose such a necessary, infallible perse¬ 
verance to be repugnant to the freedom of the will; 
that it must be owing to man’s own self-determining 
power, that he first becomes virtuous and holy; 
and so, in like manner, it must be left a thing 
contingent, to be determined by the same freedom 
of will, whether he will persevere in virtue and 
holiness ; and that otherwise his continuing stead¬ 
fast in faith and obedience would not be his virtue 
or at all praiseworthy and rewardable ; nor could 
his perseverance be properly the matter of Divine 
commands, counsels, and promises, nor his apostasy 
be properly threatened, and men warned against 
it. Whereas, we find all these things in Scripture; 

there we find steadfastness and perseverance m 
true Christianity represented as the virtue ot the 
saints, spoken of as praiseworthy in them, and 
glorious rewards promised to it; and also fin , 
that God makes it the subject of his commands, 
counsels, and promises; and the contrary, o 
threatenings and warnings. But the foundation 
of these objections has been removed, in its being 
shown that moral necessity and infallible certainty 
of events is not inconsistent with these things, 
and that as to freedom of will lying in the power 
of the will to determine itself, there neither is any 
such thing, nor any need of it in order to virtue, 

reward, commands, counsels, &c. . . 

And as the doctrines of efficacious grace an 

absolute election do certainly follow from things 
which have been proved in the preceding discourse, 
so some of the main foundations of the doctrine 
of perseverance are thereby established. It the 
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beginning of true faith and holiness, and a man’s 
becoming a true saint at first, does not depend on 
the self-determining power of the will, but on the 
determining efficacious grace of God; it may well 
be argued, that it is also ■with respect to men’s 
being continued saints, or persevering in faith and 
holiness. The conversion of a sinner being not 
owing to a man’s self-determination, but to God’s 
determination, and eternal election, which is abso¬ 
lute, and depending on the sovereign will of God, 
and not on the free will of man, as is evident from 
what has been said ; and it being very evident, 
from the Scriptures, that the eternal election which 
there is of saints to faith and holiness, is also an 
election of them to eternal salvation : hence their 
appointment to salvation must also be absolute, 
and not depending on their contingent, self-deter¬ 
mining will. From all which it follows, that it is 
absolutely fixed in God’s decree, that all true saints 
shall persevere to actual eternal salvation. 

But I must leave all these things to the con¬ 
sideration of the fair and impartial reader ; and 
when he has maturely weighed them, I would 
propose it to his consideration, whether many of 
the first reformers, and others that succeeded them, 
whom God in their day made the chief pillars of 
his church, and greatest instruments of their 
deliverance from error and darkness, and of the 
support of the cause of piety among them, have 
not been injured, in the contempt with which they 
have been treated by many late writers, for then- 
teaching and maintaining such doctrines as are 
•commonly called Calvinistic. Indeed, some of 
these new writers, at the same time that they have 
represented the doctrines of these ancient and 
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eminent divines as in the highest degree ridiculous, 
and contrary to common sense, in an ostentation of 
a very generous charity, have allowed that they 
were honest, well-meaning men : yea, in may be, 
some of them, as though it were in great con¬ 
descension and compassion to them, have allowed, 
that they did pretty well for the day which they 
lived in, and considering the great disadvantages 
they laboured under. when, at the same time, 
their manner of speaking has naturally and plainly 
suggested to the minds of their readers, that they 
were persons, who through the lowness of their 
genius, and greatness of the bigotry with which 
their minds were shackled and thoughts confined, 
living in the gloomy caves of superstition, fondly 
embraced, and demurely and zealously taught, the 
most absurd, silly, and monstrous opinions, worthy 
of the greatest contempt of gentlemen possessed 
of that noble and generous freedom of thought 
which happily prevails in this age of light and 
inquiry. When, indeed, such is the case, that we 
might, if so disposed, speak as big words as they, 
and on far better grounds. And really all the 
Arminians on earth might be challenged, without 
arrogance or vanity, to make these principles of 
theirs, wherein they mainly differ from their 
fathers, whom they so much despise, consistent 
with common sense ; yea, and perhaps to produce 
any doctrine ever embraced by the blindest bigot 
of the church of Rome, or the most ignorant 
Mussulman, or extravagant enthusiast, that might 
be reduced to more demonstrable inconsistencies, 
and repugnances to common sense and to them-' 
selves; though their inconsistencies indeed may 
not lie so deep, or be so artfully veiled by a deceit- 
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ful ambiguity of words, and an indeterminate 
signification of plirases. I will not deny, that 
these gentlemen, many of them, are men of great 
abilities, and have been helped to higher attain¬ 
ments in philosophy than those ancient divines, 
and have done great service to the church of God 
in some respects: but I humbly conceive, that 
their differing from their fathers, with such magis¬ 
terial assurance, in these points in divinity, must 
be owing to some other cause than superior 
wisdom. 

It may also be Tvorthy of consideration, whether 
the great alteration which has been made in the 
state of things in our nation, and some other parts 
of the Protestant world, in this and the past age, 
by the exploding so generally Calvinistic doctrines, 
that is so often spoken of as worthy to be greatly 
rejoiced in by the friends of truth, learning, and 
virtue, as an instance of the great increase of light 
in the Christian church ; I say, it may be worthy 
to be considered, whether this be indeed a happy 
change, owing to any such cause as an increase 
of true knowledge and understanding in things 
of religion; or whether there is not reason to 
fear, that it may be owing to some worse cause. 

And I desire it may be considered, whether the 
boldness of some writers may not be worthy to be 
reflected on, who have not scrupled to say, that if 
these and those things are true (which yet appear 
to be the demonstrable dictates of reason, as well 
as the certain dictates of the mouth of the Most 
High), then God is unjust and cruel, and guilty of 
, manifest deceit and double dealing, and the like. 
Yea, some have gone so far, as confidently to 
assert, that if any book which pretends to be 
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Scripture, teaches such doctrines, that alone is 
sufficient warrant for mankind to reject it, as what 
cannot be the word of God. Some, who have not 
gone so far, have said, that if the Scripture seems 
to teach any such doctrines, so contrary to reason, 
we are obliged to find out some other interpretation 
of those texts where such doctrines seem to he 
exhibited. Others express themselves yet more 
modestly : they express a tenderness and religious 
fear, lest they should receive and teach anything 
that should seem to reflect on God’s moral cha¬ 
racter, or be a disparagement to his methods of 
administration, in his moral government; and 
therefore express themselves as not daring to em¬ 
brace some doctrines, though they seem to be 
delivered in Scripture, according to the more 
obvious and natural construction of the words. 
But indeed it would show a truer modesty and 
humility, if they would more entirely rely on God s 
■wisdom and discerning, who knows infinitely better 
than we what is agreeable to his own perfections, 
and never intended to leave these matters to the 
decision of the wisdom and discerning of men: 
but by his own unerring instruction, to determine 
for us what the truth is; knowing how little our 
judgment is to be depended on, and how extremely 
prone vain and blind men are to err in such matters. 

The truth of the case is, that if the Scripture 
plainly taught the opposite doctrines to those that 

are so much stumbled at, viz., the Arminian doc- 

* * • • 

trine of free will, and others depending thereon, it 
would be the greatest of all difficulties that attend 
the Scriptures, incomparably greater than its con- ' 
taining any, even the most mysterious of those 
doctrines of the first reformers, which our late 
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freethinkers have so superciliously exploded. In¬ 
deed, it is a glorious argument of the divinity of’ 
the holy Scriptures, that they teach such doctrines, 
which in one age and another, through the blind¬ 
ness of men’s minds, and strong prejudices of their 
hearts, are rejected as most absurd and unreason¬ 
able by the wise and great men of the world; 
which yet, when they are most carefully and strictly 
examined, appear to be exactly agreeable to the 
most demonstrable, certain, and natural dictates of 
reason. By such things it appears, that th e foolish- 
ness of God is wiser than men ; and God does as is 
said in 1 Cor. i. 19, 20 : “For it is written, I will 
destroy the wisdom of the wise, and will bring to 
nothing the understanding of the prudent. Where 
is the wise ? where is the scribe P where is the dis- 
puter of this world ? hath not God made foolish 
the wisdom of this world?” And as it is used to 
be in time past, so it is probable it will be in time 
to come, as it is there written, in ver. 27-29 : “ But 
God hath chosen the foolish things of the world, 
to confound the wise; and God hath chosen the 
weak things of the world, to confound the things 
that are mighty ; and base things of the world, and 
things which are despised, hath God chosen, yea, 
and things which are not, to bring to nought 
things that are; that no flesh should glory in liis 
presence.” Amen. 



INDEX. 


Abstracted or abstruse 
reasoning, whether justly 
objected against Calvinists, 
393. 

Action, inconsistence of the 
Arminian notion of it, 281; 
and whence this arose, 289; 
what it is in the common no¬ 
tion of it, 285; and how dis¬ 
tinguished from passion, 288. 

Activity of the nature of the 
soul, whether through this, 
volition can arise without a 
cause, 07. 

Apparent good, the greatest, 
in what sense it determines 
the will, 9. 

Arminians, obliged to talk 
inconsistently, 75, 98, 110; 
where the main strength of 
their pretended demonstra¬ 
tions lies, 310 ; their objection 
from God’s moral character 
considered and retorted, 373,4. 

Arminian doctrine, its ten¬ 
dency to supersede all use of 
means, and make endeavours 
vain, 310; and, in effect, to 
exclude all virtue and vice out 
of the world, 229, 237, 200, 
209, 278, 390. 

Atheism, the supposed ten¬ 
dency of Calvinistic principles 
to it, 389 ; how Arminian prin¬ 
ciples tend to it, 390. 

Attending to motives, of 
liberty’s being supposed to con¬ 
sist in an ability for it, 113. 


Atonement. See Christ. 

Author of Sin, whether it 
w'ould follow from the doctrim- 
here maintained, that God is 
so, 35G. 

Blameworthiness, wherein 
it consists, according to com¬ 
mon sense, 300. 

Calvinism, consistent with 
common sense, 291. 

Cause, how the word is used 
in the discourse, 58 ; no event 
without one, 59 ; and effect, a 
necessary connection between 
them, 101; this respects moral 
as well as natural causes, 59. 

Christ, his obedience neces¬ 
sary, yet virtuous and praise¬ 
worthy, 197; his atonement 
excluded in consequence of 
Arminian principles, 221. 

Chubb (Mr.) the inconsist¬ 
ence of his scheme of liberty, 
Ac., 120-139. 

Commands consistent with 
moral necessity and inability, 
220, 382; inconsistent with 
Arminian principles, 229. 

Common sense, why the 
principles maintained in this 
discourse appear to some con¬ 
trary to it, 291; necessary vir¬ 
tue and vice agreeable to it, 

300; Arminian tenets opposite 

to it, 252, 200. 
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Contingence, 29; the incon- 
'sistence of the notion, 04; 
whether necessary in order to 
liberty, 103 ; implied in Ar- 
minian liberty, and yet incon¬ 
sistent with it, 189 ; Epicurus 
the greatest maintainer of it, 
324, 389. 

Corruption of man’s nature, 
400. 

Creation of the world, at 
such a particular time and 
place, 340. 

Decree absolute, not infer¬ 
ring necessity, any more than 
certain foreknowledge does, 
173; how it follows from things 
proved in this discourse, 409. 

Determination. See Will. 

Dictates. See Understand¬ 
ing. 

Effects. See Cause. 

Efficacious grace, 407. 

Election personal. See De¬ 
cree. 

Endeavours, what it is for 
them to be in vain, 312; ren¬ 
dered vain by Arminian prin¬ 
ciples, 310; but not so by 
Calvinism, 319. See Sincerity. 

Entrance of sin into the 
world, 379. 

Equilibrium. See Indiffer¬ 
ence. 

Exhortation. See Invitation. 

Fallen man. See Inability. 

Fate, stoical, 314. 

Fatality, the principles of 
Arminians inferring that which 
is most shocking, 323. 

Foreknowledge of God, of 
volitions of moral agents, 
proved, 139; inconsistent with 


contingence, 167; proves ne¬ 
cessity as much as a decree, 
107; "the seeming difficulty of 
reconciling it with the sincerity 
of his precepts, counsels, &c.- 
not peculiar to the Calvimstic 
scheme, 383. 

God, his being, how known, 
61, 390; his moral excellencies 
necessary, yet virtuous and 
praiseworthy, 191,312; the ne¬ 
cessity of his volitions, 326; 
whether the principles main¬ 
tained in this discourse are 
inconsistent with his moral 
character, 382; how Armini- 
anism destroys the evidence 
of his moral perfections, 386. 

Grace of the Spirit excluded 
by Arminian principles, 225. 

Grace, its freeness consist¬ 
ent with the moral necessity 

of God’s will, 352. 

Habits virtuous and vicious 
inconsistent with Arminian 
principles, 256. 

Heathen, of their salvation, 

252. . , 

Hobbes, his doctrine ol ne¬ 
cessity, 325. 

Impossibility, the same as 
negative necessity, 28. . 

Inability, how the word is 
used in common speech, and 
how by metaphysicians and 
Arminians, 21,28,285; natural 
and moral, 29; moral, the 
several kinds of it, 35, 235; ol 
fallen man to perform perfect 
obedience, 222; what does* 
and what does not excuse men, 
219, 238, 293. 

Inclinations. See Habits. 
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Indifference, whether liberty 
consists in it, 89; not neces¬ 
sary to virtue, but inconsistent 
with it, 255. 

Indifferent things, those 
which appear so, never the 
objects of volition, 9, 81; 
whether the will can deter¬ 
mine itself in choosing among 
such things, 81. 

Invitations consistent with 
moral necessity and inability, 
240, 382; but not consistent 
with Arminian principles, 114, 
207, 380. 

Laws, the end whereof is 
to bind to one side, rendered 
useless by Arminian principles, 
229. 

Liberty, the nature of it, 
39; the Arminian notion of 
it, 41; this inconsistent with 
other Arminian notions, 108, 
&c. 

Licentiousness, whether the 
Calvinistic doctrine tends to it, 
390. See Endeavours. 

Machines, whether Calvin¬ 
ism makes men such, 320. 
Means. See Endeavours. 
Metaphysical reasoning— 
see Abstracted—to be justly 
objected against the Arminian 
scheme, 400. 

Moral agency, its nature, 
42. 

Motives, what they are, 7, 
8; the strongest determining 
the will, 8, 120; Arminian 
principles inconsistent with 
their influence and use in 
iporal actions, 203, 388. 

Natural notions. See Com¬ 
mon sense. 


Necessity, how the term is 
used in common speech, and . 
how by philosophers, 19, 294; 
philosophical of various kinds, 
297; natural and moral, 29, 
308 ; no liberty without moral 
necessity, 103; necessity and 
continiience, both inconsistent 
with Arminian liberty, IhG ; 
necessity of God’s volition, 
191, 32G ; this consistent with 
the freeness of his grace, 352; 
necessity of Christ’s obedi¬ 
ence, &c., 190; of the sin of 
such as are given up to sin, 
210 ; of fallen man in general, 
222; what necessity wholly 
excuses men, 239, 293, 304. 

Obedience. See Christ, Com¬ 
mands, Necessity. 

Particles perfectly alike, of 
the Creator’s placing such dif¬ 
ferently, 342. 

Perseverance of saints, 411. 

Promises, whether any are 
made to the endeavours of un¬ 
regenerate sinners, 251. 

Providence, universal and 
decisive, 405. 

Redemption particular, 410. 

Reformers, the first, how 
treated by many late writers, 
414. 

Saints in heaven, their li¬ 
berty, 318. • 

Scripture, of the Arminians’ 
arguments from thence, 387. 

Self-determining power of 
the will, its inconsistence, 45; 
evasions of the arguments 
against it considered, 51; 
shown to be impertinent, 73. 
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Sin. See Author, Entrance. 

Sincerity of desires and en¬ 
deavours, what is no just ex¬ 
cuse, 241; the different sorts 
of sincerity, 248. 

Sloth, not encouraged by 
Calvinism, 317. 

Stoic philosophers great 
theists, 380. See Fate. 

Suspending volition, of the 
liberty of the will supposed to 
consist in an ability for it, 
99, 231, 264. 

Tendency of the principles 
here maintained to atheism 
and licentiousness, the objec¬ 
tion considered and retorted, 
389. 

Understanding, how it de¬ 
termines the will, 17, 108; 
dictates of the understanding 
and will, as supposed by some 
the same, 114. 


Uneasiness, as supposed to 
determine the will, 10. 

Virtue and vice, the being 
of neither of them consistent 
with Arminian principles —see 
Arminian doctrine; their es¬ 
sence not lying in their cause, 
but their nature, 272. 

Volition, not without a cause, 
67, 71. 


Will, its nature, 1, &c.; its 
determination, 6, &c.; the 
very being of such a faculty 
inconsistent with Arminian 
principles, 270; of God’s secret 
and revealed, 371; Armimans 
themselves obliged to allow 
such a distinction, 374. 

Willingness to duty, what is 
no excuse for the neglect of it. 
See Sincerity. 
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